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 Abstract 
Examining the Nature of Kindergarten Teacher and Parent Expectations for Reading 
Readiness: Relationships, Effects and Perceptions 
Wendy Royer 
Dominic F. Gullo, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
The purpose of this concurrent embedded mixed methods study was to investigate the 
relationship between parent and teacher expectations of kindergarten reading readiness 
and how those expectations affect kindergarten student early literacy performance. 
Research in the areas of emergent literacy, the home learning environment, and 
expectations of reading readiness were examined to provide material germane to 
addressing the problem that an apparent discrepancy exists between the expectations that 
parents and teachers hold regarding adequate kindergarten reading readiness levels, 
possibly contributing to students entering school without the necessary skills to be 
academically successful. The study sought to answer the following research questions: 1. 
What is the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading readiness 
expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school district? 2. What are the 
differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when parent expectations are high or 
low? 3. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when teacher 
expectations are high or low?  4. What are kindergarten teachers’ views about problems 
concerning reading readiness in one south central Pennsylvania school district? 
 Kindergarten parents and teachers were surveyed to gather quantitative and 
qualitative data. Correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 
these two stakeholder groups. Student data in the form of DIBELS assessment scores 
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were reviewed to evaluate the effect these expectations have on student literacy 
performance. Data were analyzed utilizing correlation and inferential statistics and 
thematic coding to inform results. The findings revealed one weak significant correlation 
between parent expressive language skill expectations and teacher fine motor skill 
expectations. There were no significant correlations between parent expectations and 
student DIBELS scores, and parent expectation levels had no effect on student DIBELS 
scores. However, there were negative correlations between teacher expectations and 
DIBEL LNF scores in the areas of Social/Emotional/Attitudinal, Fine Motor, Alphabetic 
Concept, and Writing Concepts skill domains. The findings also indicated that higher 
teacher expectation levels had a significant effect on LNF scores.  The desired outcome 
of the study was to use these findings to guide future practice in the area of school-home 
communication and kindergarten reading readiness preparation.  
 Keywords: reading readiness, early literacy, school readiness, kindergarten 
readiness, parent expectations, teacher and school expectations, expectations vs. 
performance.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 In the current era of rising informational and technological demands created by a 
competitive global marketplace, the necessity of fostering a literate workforce is quite 
obvious. The importance of early language and subsequent literacy development to this 
end is often overlooked, but cannot be overstated. These skills are the foundation upon 
which functional literacy is built. Research suggests that the language acquisition aspect 
of early literacy begins to mature well before kindergarten, as early as two years of age, 
and can have a predictive validity to later cognitive development (Schmitt, Simpson, & 
Friend, 2011). 
 Since the standards-based movement began with the release of A Nation at Risk 
(National Commission of Excellence in Education) report in 1983, education has been 
evolving from a developmental philosophy to one that focuses solely on outcomes. With 
the inception of the No Child Left Behind Legislation (20 U.S.C. § 6319, 2008) in 2001, 
academic literacy expectations have risen even more dramatically for young children 
entering kindergarten. Previously, the kindergarten curriculum centered on the teaching 
of social skills, colors, shapes and rudimentary alphabetic knowledge. Students with solid 
literacy foundational skills soared to the top of the class, and were set apart, frequently 
labeled gifted and considered out of the ordinary. Today, the pending implementation of 
the PA Core standards (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013) is poised to raise 
the bar even higher. Students who lack fundamental skills are marked at risk for failure, 
often before formal schooling even begins (Piasta & Wagner, 2010). Low SES and 
minority students account for a large portion of these students. While allegations that 
third-grade reading statistics are used to predict the number of prison cells needed in the 
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following decade might seem dramatic, over one half of prison inmates are illiterate 
(Nevada Department of Corrections, 2012). Statistics such as these have led to 
identifying this phenomenon the ‘4th grade achievement gap’. Learning to read (phonics) 
gives way to reading to learn (comprehension) in the third grade, and the achievement 
gap yawns wide by the time a child reaches fourth grade. Learning disparities entrenched 
by this time are persistent and resistant to intervention (Juel, 2004).  Renowned educator 
E.D. Hirsch, Jr. (2001) chastises this infamous gap by stating:  
 If not exactly news, the continued verbal gap between rich and poor students does 
 deserve to be on the front page, not because of anything that happened or didn’t 
 happen last year, but because the fourth-grade reading gap (which widens in each 
 succeeding grade) represents the single greatest failure in American public school 
 and the most disheartening affront to the ideal of democratic education. (p. 4) 
 While Hirsch might be justified in his criticism, the problem originates much 
earlier than fourth grade. Quirk, Nylund-Gibson and Furlong (2012) assert that this 
chasm already exists at kindergarten entry for Latino students. This claim is quantified by 
research indicating that approximately 50% of the aforementioned 4th grade achievement 
gap is present at the onset of kindergarten (Anguiano-Arellano, 2001; Rumberger & 
Arellano, 2007). In addition, the evidence that socio-economic high-risk factors 
exacerbate this situation, and children in foster care attain even lower levels of 
achievement than low-income students (Pears, Fisher, Bruce, Kim, & Yoerger, 2010) 
demands a systemic approach to the problem. The African proverb, ‘It takes a village to 
raise a child’ is not an understatement in this case. The issue of child development 
reaches far beyond school walls and years. 
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 The extent to which a child displays developmental proficiencies critical to school 
success is referred to as kindergarten readiness or school readiness. The manifestation of 
early literacy skills that support the reading process are defined as reading readiness, and 
play a significant role in the school readiness construct. There is a large body of research 
that examines kindergarten readiness from the preschool perspective (i.e., Barbarin, 
Downer, Odom & Head, 2010; Barbarin et al., 2008; Hatcher, Nuner & Paulsel, 2012). 
However, families without access to quality preschool education or other means of 
acquiring knowledge regarding this fundamental shift in educational rigor may be 
unaware of best practices and that they are not adequately preparing their children for 
academic success. Other families might not possess the resources or skills to effectively 
address this need. Substantial research indicates that the quality of the home literacy 
environment has a significant impact on both a child’s emergent literacy level, and 
subsequent reading progress (Lonigan, Burgess & Anthony, 2000; Neuman & Dickinson, 
2003; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002).  Therefore, it is important to ensure that all families 
have access to this information, not just those whose children attend preschool programs. 
Moreover, school systems are just now reacting to and implementing changes indicated 
in the Common Core state standard initiatives. A body of research is needed to examine 
readiness in light of these new expectations.  
Problem Statement 
 The problem in this study was that in one south central suburban Pennsylvania 
school district, an apparent discrepancy existed between the expectations that parents and 
teachers held regarding adequate kindergarten reading readiness levels, possibly 
  4 
contributing to students entering school without the necessary skills to be academically 
successful. In this district, approximately 67% of current kindergarten students did not 
meet initial benchmark score on the First Sound Fluency (FSF) portion of the Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills screening assessment (DIBELS) (Good & 
Kaminski, 2002) upon kindergarten entry. 69% of current kindergarten students did not 
meet the initial benchmark score on the Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) subtest of the 
DIBELS assessment. These scores, according to DIBELS scoring indicators, places the 
students ‘at-risk’ academically, and in need of either ‘strategic’ or ‘intensive’ 
intervention. In spite of these results, in an initial kindergarten registration interview with 
the researcher, a large majority of parents expressed confidence regarding their child’s 
school readiness level. This dichotomy invited further investigation.  
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
Purpose Statement 
 The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between reading 
readiness expectations of kindergarten parents and teachers, and whether those 
expectations affected kindergarten student early literacy skill performance. The study 
population included district kindergarten teachers and families of entering kindergarten 
students. Identifying any existing discrepancies was the first step in working together to 
address an incongruity. Possible subsequent solutions included improved school-home 
communication efforts targeted at pre-kindergarten families, or informational sessions for 
pre-kindergarten families geared toward promoting early language and literacy enhancing 
activities in the home.  This would benefit low performing students in that they could 
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acquire the necessary skills to compete academically with their peers. This scholastic 
success could extrapolate to include a better employment outlook and earning potential as 
adults. Increasing the number of children that enter school with a strong literacy 
underpinning could also help teachers in that they might need to spend less time on 
remedial skills. They may be able to move more quickly to focus on higher level thinking 
skills, such as problem solving and critical analysis, the cornerstones of 21st century 
learning skills (Trilling & Fadel, 2009) that allow students to perform competitively in 
the global marketplace. Lowering the number of students in need of remediation would 
be economically beneficial at the school and district level because academic intervention 
and learning support services are often delivered at drastically reduced student-teacher 
ratios, and is therefore much more expensive than regular education programming. In the 
long term, parents could benefit by having students who are successful in school and 
more likely to graduate.  
 The research added to professional practice by identifying disparity between 
important educational stakeholders. An optimistic secondary effect of this study was an 
improved initial positive connection between the school system and parents of pre-school 
children. The desired outcome was to use this information to design a district family 
literacy outreach program to specifically address any identified existing impediments.  
 The intended immediate audience of this study was the school district 
administrators and school board who have the authority to provide personnel and 
resources to address the issues cited in the study’s findings. This information will also be 
made available to teachers, parents and social service agencies upon request to be used as 
a valuable tool to aid instruction in early literacy growth. 
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Significance of the Problem 
 The importance of a home environment laden with affirming early literacy 
experiences is well documented (Brandt, 2001; Hart & Risley, 1995; Snow et al., 1998). 
Recent research indicates these experiences provide a determinative advantage in 
language development at a much earlier age than previously estimated (Schmitt et al., 
2011).  Since language proficiency contributes significantly to early reading skill 
development, which in turn is related to academic achievement (Strickland & Riley-
Ayers, 2006), these skills are now considered to be leading indicators of academic 
success. High expectations play a part in academic success, as well. Drawing on data 
from the national Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS-K), Galindo and Sheldon 
(2012) found that parental expectations were significantly related to kindergarten student 
reading improvement. Furthermore, in a 2010 review of parental expectations research, 
Yanamoto and Holloway found evidence that these effects are persistent over time. 
Teacher expectations have also been longitudinally associated with student performance 
(Hinnant, O’Brien, & Ghazarian, 2009). Barbarin et al., (2010) support striving to align 
parent and school expectations in order to maximize student academic benefits. These 
long-term dividends are powerful motivators for school districts to recognize the value of 
high and consistent expectations. Therefore, it was important to examine the current 
expectations of the designated district’s two important stakeholders, and how they related 
to one another. Doing so at the beginning of the school experience explored these 
perceptions and relationships before attitudes and paradigms became firmly established. 
Currently, the district attempts to build a positive connection with families, but only after 
the students have entered school. By this time, some students are already encountering 
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failure. Parents with prior negative school experiences may recognize the early warning 
signs of these adverse circumstances and often retreat or become inaccessible, thereby 
cutting off any further involvement or communication. Engaging parents on the school’s 
terms, and often only in the school setting, considers just one half of the relationship. 
Identifying discrepancies in local perceptions and expectations provided a more complete 
body of information from which to devise proactive solutions. It is conceivable that the 
results of this study could raise administrative awareness regarding the benefits of 
initiating parent communication much earlier than kindergarten entry. A systemic 
approach involving working with local social service agencies and/or pediatricians to 
promote high academic expectations is an ambitious, but reasonable long-term objective. 
The findings from this study could also impact district policy in regards to professional 
development in the area of teacher expectations and student achievement.  
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding 
 The study sought to answer the following research questions:  
 1. What is the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading 
readiness expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school district?  
 2. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when parent 
expectations are high or low?  
 3. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when teacher 
expectations are high or low?   
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 4. What are kindergarten parents’ and teachers’ views about problems concerning 
reading readiness in one south central Pennsylvania school district? 
 These research questions were derived from the following hypotheses: 
1. Parent and teacher expectations of kindergarten reading readiness do not 
significantly relate.  
2. Higher expectations will result in higher student skill performance levels.  
 A gap in the extant body of research was in the target population.  A large 
majority of early literacy studies culled their participants from students with experience 
in formal day care settings, including but not limited to Head Start. While this provided 
an easy avenue to access appropriately aged children, it restricted the participant pool to 
children who were previously exposed to outside educational influences. In reality, many 
students enter kindergarten without any structured educational or social setting. One 
noteworthy finding was that students who ranked in the bottom school readiness profile 
had a much lower incidence of preschool than students in any other strata (Quirk et al., 
2012). Although this evidence could support the rationale for universal preschool, it also 
pointed to a need for further research into this specific population. 
Conceptual Framework 
Researcher’s Stance 
  The researcher’s stance related most strongly to a constructivist approach, 
embracing multiple reality views value systems. The researcher’s experience was largely 
from the teacher perspective. A background of over twenty years in education, nine of 
which were spent as an intervention specialist delivering reading remediation supplied 
  9 
copious anecdotal evidence regarding literacy achievement and difficulties. Job 
responsibilities included assessing entering kindergarten students in literacy related 
school readiness, and interviewing parents of these students regarding readiness 
perceptions and concerns. This work occurred in the context of an elementary school with 
a moderately low SES population. A graduate degree with a literacy concentration 
provided a firm pedagogical foundation. In addition, parental experience in the form of 
raising two children, now teenagers, afforded primary experience in creating a literacy 
rich home environment, and engaging in positive early literacy building practices to 
promote reading and school readiness. 
Conceptual Framework  
 The concept of school readiness is comprised of wide array of components, both 
objective and subjective, that combine to form a working definition. Parents, individual 
teachers, and the school system at large all have different perceptions as to what specific 
factors coalesce, and to what degree, to constitute readiness. One element that remains 
constant in these variations is the importance of the early literacy skills that contribute to 
the reading readiness aspect of the school readiness construct. Research suggests that 
these skills are leading indicators for school success (Foley et al., 2008). This study 
focused exclusively on the early literacy realm of school readiness. In examining reading 
readiness, the body of literature can be categorized into three broad themes: emergent 
literacy, the home literacy environment, and expectations regarding readiness. Emergent 
literacy skills are key factors in the setting the stage for future academic achievement 
(Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998). Yet over one third of the children that enter school in the 
United States do so with considerable discrepancies in their oral language and early 
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literacy abilities that make them susceptible to persistent reading issues (Hart & Risley, 
1995). These variations can be pinpointed to the amount and merit of the language and 
print encounters in the home environment (Bracken and Fischel, 2008). Therefore, it is 
important to consider the convergence of these two elements with reading readiness 
perceptions and expectations.  
 
 Figure 1. Reading Readiness Conceptual Framework. 
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 These conceptual pillars were built upon the theoretical underpinnings of 
cognitive theories that acknowledge that learning does not occur in a vacuum, but in 
complex social interactions. The work of Lev Vygotsky and his cultural-historical theory 
situates learning as interplay between a novice and expert, with the expert modeling 
behavior and the gradual release of responsibility toward the learner (Gredler, 2009). This 
ideology has important ramifications in all three streams of this conceptual framework. 
Families engage with children to impart language and literacy experiences beginning in 
infancy. The frequency and quality of these interactions’ impact provide the foundation 
of literacy development. This supports the notion that cognitive growth is achieved as a 
result of social processes that are embedded in their relationships, activities and everyday 
events (Brown, Scull, Nolan, Raban & Deans, 2012). The majority, if not all of these 
early experiences happen in the home learning environment, well before a child begins 
formal education. When school commences, students are exposed to a new expert/novice 
relationship and can compare its nature to the one created in the familial context.  
 Bandura also considers this interaction in his social-cognitive theory of learning, 
but suggests that the learner observes modeling and chooses which behaviors to 
assimilate and which to discard (Gredler, 2009).  Although it could be argued that this 
schema might best manifest itself by establishing positive role models in the classroom, 
the idea becomes critical when considering that students will have extant value and belief 
systems well established before encountering school-based exchanges. Students who are 
raised in an environment without rich oral language experiences or ample access to 
learning resources may experience discordant emotions upon entering academia where 
teacher models promote literacy immersion. This context overtly influences the 
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development of self-regulated learning, an essential motivational component of learning 
(Gredler, 2009). Therefore, it was crucial to examine parent perceptions and expectations 
regarding reading readiness at the juncture of initial school involvement to better 
understand how these paradigms might affect student academic success.  
   This framework was also influenced by a bioecological stance, referencing 
Bronfenbrenner and Ceci’s (1994) framework that concedes both personal and contextual 
interplay between cognitive elements. This expansive perspective not only acknowledges 
the confounding socio-demographic variables that might exist in a particular 
environment, but contends that maximizing environmental factors provides the optimal 
setting to fully realize one’s genetic potential.  Viewing literacy development from this 
frame of reference requires a systemic approach to education, unconstrained by 
artificially imposed age-entry or policy barriers. 
 In summary, this conceptual framework contains research in the areas of emergent 
literacy, the home literacy environment and reading readiness expectations. It is 
supported by a theoretical paradigm that learning is influenced by socio-contextual 
factors as portrayed in the works of Vygotsky, Bandura and Bronfenbrenner.  
Definition of Terms 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) Assessment (Good & 
Kaminski, 2002) measures literacy skill performance using short (usually one minute), 
timed probes. One subtest used in this study is First Sound Fluency (FSF), in which a test 
administrator says a word, and the student responds with the first sound in the word. For 
example, if the word is ‘man’, the correct response would be /m/. This assessment lasts 
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for one minute. The second subtest used in this study is Letter Naming Fluency (LNF). In 
this probe, a student is presented with a sheet of randomly sequenced upper- and lower- 
case letters, and is scored on how many letters are correctly identified in one minute.  
Early (Emergent) Literacy Skills are the first layer of pre-reading skills that students must 
acquire before actually learning to decode and comprehend print. According to the 
National Early Literacy Panel’s 2008 report, they include: alphabet knowledge, 
phonological awareness, letter writing, print knowledge, and oral language (p. 14).  
Expectations are defined as the level to which it is presumed a student will perform. 
Carpenter (2008) cautions that parent expectations should be distinguished from parent 
aspirations, which are the hopes that a parent holds for their child’s achievement. Jussim 
and Harber (2005) concede that research surrounding teacher expectations can be 
wrought with controversy in terms of suggested bias and accusations of ‘self-fulfilling 
prophecies’. For the purpose of this study, the term teacher expectations will be used to 
describe a teacher’s presumption of student achievement capabilities.  
Family Literacy was originally defined by Taylor (1993) to communicate how literacy is 
viewed from the family perspective. Currently, it can be subject to a spectrum of shaded 
nuances in its definition. Construed narrowly, it is viewed as completed school related 
tasks in the home setting. However, Auerbach (1989) broadens this term to include a 
wide variety of activities that are woven into family life that ultimately promote literacy 
development. This definition is considerably more utilitarian and accessible, and will be 
used for the purpose of this study.  
Maternal Sensitivity refers to a positive, receptive and reaffirming attitude on the part of 
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the caregiver when interacting with a child during any literacy experience. This approach 
has been documented to have a positive effect on literacy skill growth (Roberts et al., 
2005).  
Reading Readiness is defined as the extent to which a student has developed the early 
literacy skills necessary to begin the formal reading process. Downing and Thackray 
(1971) identify this concept as the stage at which a student has enough emergent literacy 
foundational knowledge to acquire beginning reading skills through minimal effort and 
instruction.  
School Readiness is the acquisition of a comprehensive skill-set across academic, social-
emotional and behavioral domains that facilitate early scholastic success. Variations on 
this definition abound in the literature.  It its most narrow definition, readiness refers only 
to students' cognitive abilities (Noble, Tottenham, & Casey, 2005).  However, a 
broadened view of readiness also includes secondary factors such as social, emotional 
and attitudinal domains (Ray & Smith, 2010) or even behavioral considerations (Carlton 
& Winsler, 1999). The focus for this study is the academic domain, but all other factors 
are recognized as being potential influences on comprehensive student readiness.  
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
 There were three underlying assumptions that guided the direction of this study. 
The first assumption was that kindergarten reading readiness skill acquisition begins 
much earlier than school entry. Experience working with kindergarten students as a 
reading specialist and a mother influenced this assumption. Research also supports that 
early literacy skills may begin to develop in toddlers and preschoolers (Schmitt et al., 
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2011). Second, it was assumed that families have differing perceptions about what 
constitutes an ‘acceptable’ level of readiness, and set different expectations as a result. 
Kindergarten orientation interviews with parents of entering students, and subsequent 
significant discrepancies between readiness paradigms between different student families 
supported this assumption.  For example, some parents indicated that teaching is best left 
to professional educators. They felt as if they were not equipped with the skills to deliver 
instruction, or that academic learning could wait until school entry.  
 Finally, it was assumed that parents want what is best for their children, but may 
not always have the skills or resources to reach their goals. Parent conferences and 
conversations provided copious anecdotal evidence to reinforce this assumption.  
 There were several limitations to this mixed methods study. The survey 
instrument was only available in English, which might have obstructed non-English 
speaking parents’ participation. Another limitation was the size of the study. Participation 
was constrained by kindergarten teacher staffing in the district, as well as the number of 
students in the kindergarten class and their families. A delimitation of the study was 
confining the focus of readiness to include only specific early literacy skills. To control 
scope and magnitude, an additional delimitation of the study restricted participation to 
students and parents from only one school district. Although the results were indicative of 
the study environment, it might not accurately extrapolate to other sites and/or 
populations.  
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Summary 
 This concurrent embedded mixed methods study investigated the relationship 
between kindergarten parent and teacher expectations regarding reading readiness and 
how those expectations affect kindergarten student early literacy performance. 
Quantitative and qualitative data were collected from parents and teachers in the form of 
surveys designed to identify existing expectations. Data gathered from existing DIBELS 
(Good & Kaminski, 2002) assessment measures were reviewed to determine the effect 
these expectations had on early literacy skill student performance. It is hopeful that this 
information will be used to facilitate communication between the designated school 
district and its constituents in the area of aligning academic expectations. Initiating this 
dialogue earlier than kindergarten entry can help to build a relationship with parents 
during the important early language window that is a leading indicator of literacy 
development.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 School readiness is a variable construct that encompasses skills, behaviors, and 
perceptions. One significant and consistent strand of this concept is reading readiness. 
The mixed methods study focused exclusively on the early language and literacy 
development that contribute to reading readiness. Research support is presented initially 
to reinforce this stance. The literature review is organized into three overarching, yet 
overlapping themes. It first focuses on the development of emergent literacy components. 
This includes evident factors such as print exposure and the connection between language 
and print, but also less obvious early language development elements in the form of 
robust vocabulary opportunities. Recent research indicates that it is imperative for 
language and literacy exposure to begin much earlier than the kindergarten experience 
(Schmitt et al., 2011).  
 The second conceptual pillar focuses on the home literacy environment. Research 
affirms that parent attitude and involvement are critical in providing sufficient, quality 
literacy experiences, and that the home environment and parental influence are crucial to 
promoting literacy (Brandt, 2001; Snow et al., 1998). The dominant research in this 
context involves shared reading, an activity in which an accomplished and novice reader 
work together to navigate text, as in a read-aloud, and print exposure experiences 
(Roberts, Jurgens & Burchinal, 2005). Evans and Shaw (2008) justify this process as the 
premier early literacy application in that “perhaps no other activity has the potential to 
seamlessly meld together and foster enjoyment, language and literacy” (p. 92). 
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 Finally, this review investigates perceptions and expectations of reading readiness 
as a component of school readiness. Lara-Cinisomo, Sidle-Fuligni, Ritchie, Howes and 
Karoly (2008) suggest that a child, parent and school all have responsibilities that 
contribute to overall school readiness. Children come to school with a value and belief 
system shaped by their home experiences (Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994). Parents have 
established perceptions that are influenced by their school experiences (Barnett & Taylor, 
2009), SES (Barbarin et al., 2008), and various other factors. Teachers are required to 
respond to school and policy mandates, but also hold their own set of beliefs that may be 
distorted by subjective bias (Ready & Wright, 2011). To this end, each particular subset 
has a unique opinion and paradigm as to the definition. These beliefs contribute to 
forming expectations that each individual stakeholder holds in relation to student 
academic achievement. Recent research suggests that these expectations are strongly 
associated with actual performance level, creating a ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ that holds 
true across mediating variables such as SES and ethnicity (Hinnant et al., 2009; Jeynes, 
2010). Therefore, it is vital to explore the relationship between perceptions, expectations 
and achievement levels.  
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The Literature Review 
Early/Emergent Literacy 
 Early literacy is often also referred to as emergent literacy, a term coined by Teale 
& Sulzby (1986), which embraces the notion that the foundational skills necessary to 
produce a successful reader are laid well before formal schooling age. These abilities 
begin to develop in infancy, and progress through the age of five. The three crucial 
components of emergent literacy are oral language, phonological and phonemic 
awareness, and code-related skills (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Oral language 
develops first, and is the verbal communication used between correspondents. It includes 
skill sets of verbal expression and vocabulary. Phonological awareness refers to the 
knowledge that spoken words can be broken up into many variable chunks of sounds. 
Phonemic awareness is a symbiotic aspect of phonological awareness that can 
discriminate individual sound parts, i.e., the word cat is comprised of the individual 
sounds /k/ /a/ /t/. Recognition of rhyming patterns is also associated with this skill. Code-
related skill is cognizance that printed symbols can be connected to oral language, and 
that print exists to convey meaning (Harris & Hodges, 2005). Code-related skills include 
print awareness, letter identification and the idea that these letters represent sounds, 
which is often referred to as the alphabetic principle. These isolated skills and their 
interwoven development provide the foundation for the actual act of reading.  
   It has long been established that promoting early literacy is beneficial to a 
student’s foundational reading skills (Durkin, 1966; Senechal & Young, 2008). These 
skills in turn are indicators of long-term academic and reading success (Hart & Risley, 
1995; Weigel, Martin, & Bennett, 2006). Foley and her colleagues (2008) apply the term 
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‘leading indicator’, borrowed from economic theory, to signify an element that is an early 
predictor of subsequent trends. Early literacy skill development is one such gauge for 
academic achievement. However, parents often overlook initial early literacy skill 
training because it is not always obviously linked with the actual act of decoding and 
comprehending print. Skills such as rhyming, vocabulary acquisition, and the two related 
proficiencies of phonemic and phonological awareness are significant antecedents to 
reading progress (Evans & Shaw, 2008). These language skills are established through 
oral language exchanges and interaction. Playing rhyming games helps to develop 
phonemic and phonological awareness, and labeling and describing concrete objects help 
to construct basic vocabulary lexicons. It is upon this infrastructure that more complex 
ideas are built.  Research suggests that children from low SES homes might suffer from a 
lack of robust vocabulary (Hart and Risley, 1995; Moats, 2001). They find themselves 
‘behind’ before formal schooling even begins, and when it does, the chasm widens 
quickly, embodying the famous “Matthew effect” (Stanovich, 1986), alluding to a 
Biblical verse in which the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer.  In terms of literacy, 
those who have solid reading skills read more and develop increasingly sophisticated 
skills, while those who struggle with reading tend to do so less often, and because their 
reading skills stagnate, the learning gap widens. A significant portion of this problem can 
be traced to what Moats (2001) terms “word poverty”. Seen predominately in low-
income and minority students, this phenomenon manifests itself as a dearth of functional 
vocabulary.  The resulting impediment in communication and learning does not offer a 
solid foundation onto which a student might build more robust vocabulary and complex 
ideas. Furthermore, confusion between words that are similar in sound and meaning 
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inhibit both basic phonics instruction and ultimately, comprehension (Juel & Deffes, 
2004). Hart and Risley (2003) determined that children at the age of three had already 
established trends in their quantity of spoken words and vocabulary volume. On average, 
a child from a low socioeconomic (SES) background hears approximately 616 words per 
hour, and a child from a working class family hears about 1,251 words in an hour. In 
contrast, a child from a professional family hears roughly 2,153 words per hour. 
Calculating by 100 hour ‘work weeks’, the team estimated that a child from a low SES 
background might be exposed to 13 million fewer word experiences than a child from a 
working class family, and 32 million fewer experiences than that of a child from a 
professional household. There were also vast differences in the ratio of affirmations or 
positive reinforcements to their negative counterparts in each financial stratification. 
Children from higher SES environments had exposure to many more affirmations than 
children from lower SES homes.  
 Children who have inadequate exposure to basic functional words will find it 
difficult to build the more robust vocabulary necessary to navigate literature and engage 
in educational discourse. Biemiller (2000) discovered that vocabulary procurement 
occurs fundamentally in a similar continuum for most children. Therefore, it stands to 
reason that those children who are not being exposed to or involved in conversations 
employing higher level vocabulary in their home at a very young age will have to build 
this same foundation later in life during the school age years. This puts them in a 
continual position of playing ‘catch up’, and school personnel are faced with the dilemma 
of deciding how to alter their educational programming in order to accommodate 
remediation efforts. Research indicates that cultural differences can affect this 
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development, as well (Raikes et al., 2006). English Language Learners’ (ELL) families 
are already at a disadvantage combating a language barrier, and the brisk pace of 
instruction at the elementary school level does not afford much idle time for students to 
effectively access the new language as well as become proficient in reading or writing it. 
Students may struggle with academics long after they have a grasp of the language. 
Therefore, it is imperative for literacy development to begin much earlier than the 
traditional public schooling years. It is also critical to communicate with families on the 
tangible link between language acquisition and subsequent literacy development.  
 Another critical emergent literacy skill is the cluster of code-related skills. 
Children learn to sing the ABC song much earlier than they actually connect these letters 
with printed shapes or sounds. The same hold true for much environmental print, such as 
the giant, yellow arch associated with McDonald’s restaurant. When children eventually 
do begin to identify letter names, they often do so with letters in their own name. Evans 
& Shaw (2008) found that children who participated in playing with the alphabet, 
including reciting, locating and writing letters of the alphabet positively impacted the 
child’s ability to comprehend printed words. It stands to reason that more hands-on 
experience manipulating and interacting with letters provides more familiarity and a 
deeper and more thorough understanding of them. Although these types of activities are a 
first tangible step in alphabet knowledge, not all research is in agreement on how these 
capabilities contribute to reading achievement. In a meta-analysis of alphabet instruction 
research that extended the seminal National Early Literacy Panel report (2008), Piasta 
and Wagner (2010) paradoxically found that these skills did not have a persistent effect 
on longer term reading skills. However, the sample size for this category in the meta-
  24
analysis was admittedly small, and could have been a legitimate limitation for the 
generalizability for the study. Moreover, the control group in the majority of the studies 
received phonological instruction, which could have conceivably confounded the results.  
 In addition to alphabet activities, this awareness of print is often first stimulated 
by the act of shared, or interactive, reading. Students who have repeated experiences with 
a particular book will often memorize portions of text and be able to recite them without 
actually interacting with the text. This is quite common, and not considered legitimately 
‘reading’. However, this activity begins to build phonics skills, the association between 
print and sound, and other valuable concepts about print. These understandings include 
how to hold a book, left to right text progression, one to one correspondence, and text 
features. It also contributes to the acquisition of receptive vocabulary (Raikes et al., 
2006). Sparks and Reese (2013) determined that both shared reading activities and the 
conversational skill of ‘elaborative reminiscing’, a term Reese coined upon finding that 
family discussions about past events containing open-ended questions and promoting 
elaboration, was a significant predictor of literacy development. As previously stated, 
shared reading is studied extensively in the home learning environment, so it will be 
more thoroughly explored in that context.  
 To summarize, emergent literacy is the first layer of pre-reading skills, and can be 
categorized into three major domains. They are oral language, phonemic and 
phonological awareness, and code-related skills (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). These 
capabilities begin to develop in infancy and mature through the age of five. Oral language 
skills are associated both with activities such as rhyming games and vocabulary 
development. Discrepancies in vocabulary become apparent in children as young as three 
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(Hart & Risley, 1995; 2003). Recent research has suggested that second-order factors 
such as SES and primary language can contribute to decreased levels of emergent literacy 
skill attainment, although there is some contention regarding the interplay between the 
significance and influence of each of these factors. Elaborative reminiscing and shared 
book reading can promote the acquisition of emergent literacy skills, however there is 
some disagreement on the specific role that alphabetic teaching practices have on the 
development of these skills.  Shared book reading is most often studied in the home 
learning environment.  
The Home Learning Environment 
 The home learning environment (HLE) acknowledges that parents are a child’s 
first teacher, and that the environment surrounding a child is an important factor in this 
learning. The HLE is inextricably connected with the activities that are performed within 
it. Therefore, a large body of the research in the HLE realm is conducted to determine 
learning outcomes. This review will focus on the HLE in relation to literacy. Bracken and 
Fischel (2008) argue that this concept is multi-faceted and not yet fully delineated. A 
conservative definition, examined first, includes only explicit factors and activities, such 
as experiences with language and print, and access to materials.  
 Historically, researchers focused on traditional literacy outcomes when examining 
the HLE (Senechal & Lefevre, 2002). Recently, degrees of variability and incongruity 
have been discovered within previously agreed upon intersections of early literacy and 
HLE domains. In a study designed to extend Senechal and Lefevre’s (2002) Canadian 
work on the relationship between the HLE and literacy outcomes on a middle-class 
population, Sparks and Reese (2013) focused on a low-income, Head Start population, 
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and concurred that shared reading and code-related activities are distinct and separate 
learning experiences. However, they purported contradictory findings in that Sparks and 
Reese (2013) concluded shared book reading was linked to decoding skills, not to 
language development, as Senechal and Lefevre (2002) contended. Hood, Conlon, and 
Andrews (2008) also extended this pivotal study, and replicated many of the results, 
finding correlations between parent and child interactive reading behaviors and 
vocabulary gains in first grade. However, their study, conducted on 143 low- to middle-
class preschoolers in Australia suggested that incidental exposure to literacy and directed 
teaching activities have discrete outcomes. One possible reason for this discrepancy 
might be the efficacy of the exchange. It could be argued that the quality of a literacy 
interaction must be considered as well as the quantity or frequency (DeBruin-Parecki, 
2009). Another feasible conclusion is that confounding elements in the international 
populations are covertly influencing results. Factors such as the universality of preschool 
access, teacher training, and parenting routines are but a few aspects that might impact 
the data. A recent extension of Hood et al. (2008) has discovered that that there is a 
correlation between literacy interest and literacy exposure, but this relationship does not 
extend to parent teaching practices (Hume, Lonigan, & McQueen, 2012). It is possible 
that direct teaching activities are less enjoyable than exposure opportunities, which might 
lead to interest development. It should be noted that even though both outcomes still 
support overarching literacy growth, this contradictory evidence suggests that the 
nuances of these factors are not yet fully understood, and that further research is needed 
to expand and clarify the knowledge base.   
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 Senechal’s recent work (Martini & Senechal, 2012) compared a conservative and 
broad definition of the Home Literacy Model (HLM). The more restrictive definition 
encompassed only parent teaching behaviors, whereas the broad definition also included 
parent expectations and child interest. In this study of 108 kindergarten children, the 
researchers distinguished between oral language and code-related emergent literacy 
skills. They found that many parents participated in teaching activities with their children, 
and that utilizing the broad definition would increase the ‘explanatory power’ of the 
HLM. Once again, the research supports that direct teaching activities do not accurately 
measure long term reading gains. An interesting study limitation was the predominantly 
college-educated, middle-class sample. 26% of these parents expressed a lack of 
confidence in their knowledge to teach their students. There was also a correlation 
between knowledge confidence and frequency of teaching behaviors. 66% of the parents 
indicated that they felt they had time to teach their students, while 30% did not. These are 
noteworthy statistics in light of the designated middle-class population. It is reasonable to 
suggest that if a significant number of even college educated parents feel that they do not 
have the knowledge or time necessary to teach their children essential foundational 
literacy skills, families with lower levels of functional literacy skills might feel even less 
equipped to do so. This could ostensibly present a barrier to promoting or engaging in 
early literacy activities in the home during a vital opportunistic window. Schools could 
address this issue by initiating contact with pre-school parents before the time of 
kindergarten entry to discuss effective and practical literacy promoting activities. 
 A more broad classification of the HLE moves beyond tangible literacy outcomes 
and also encompasses secondary and contextual factors. Researchers diverge on the 
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relevant breadth of these additional elements that might impact early literacy 
development. Some researchers choose to intentionally disregard environmental factors. 
Cabell, Justice, Konold, and McGinty (2011) performed a person-centered, cluster 
analysis on 492 preschool students to compile five distinct school readiness profile 
depictions of at-risk preschoolers, and concluded that they are not a homogenous group, 
but have specific areas of strength and weakness. Although this approach acknowledged 
the variability within this diverse population, study parameters only included oral 
language and code-related measures. The exclusion of contextual factors places this study 
in theoretical conflict with the recent, large body of research that considers them a critical 
component of emergent literacy development. However, Baroody and Diamond (2012) 
found no correlation between the HLE and code-related emergent literacy skills.  In a 
study based on Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological framework, the researchers gathered data 
from 81 Head Start and formal preschool students to measure the relationship between 
emergent literacy, self-reported interest levels, and the home literacy environment. The 
results suggested that children who initiate literacy encounters at this age are more likely 
to score higher on cognitive emergent literacy assessments. It also conveys the notion that 
the conversation regarding the connections between specific elements of the HLE and 
particular emergent literacy skills are still evolving.  
 Schmitt, Simpson, and Friend (2011) compared language comprehension 
predictability between conservative and broad definitions of the HLE. They gathered data 
from 50 infants between 16 and 21 months of age, and then 27 of those children again 
between the ages of 24 and 40 months in two separate, longitudinal studies. The results 
determined that a broad definition of the HLE, including SES and behavioral factors is a 
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more accurate language development predictor than the conservative definition involving 
only shared reading activities. This bolsters the argument that many subtle facets of the 
HLE environment can affect a multitude of literacy outcomes in ways that are not 
presently clear to the research community.  Incidentally, the researchers also indicate that 
SES variables influence later language progression more so than initial, primary 
vocabulary. These findings support the notion that children require a foundational base 
on which to build a more complex, abstract lexicon. This study also helps to construct a 
more nuanced framework for assessing the HLE, and extends emergent literacy research 
to infants and toddlers, which is considerably younger than previously thought.  
 Incidentals that are far removed from explicit language and literacy elements can 
also impact the HLE. Phillips and Lonigan (2009) found that related variables such as 
familial stress and housing situations significantly contributed to emergent literacy skill 
foundation. In this large, quantitative study, the researchers used a person-centered 
approach to analyze data from 1,044 parents of two- to five-year-old children from varied 
SES and cultural groups. Relying on Whitehurst and Lonigan’s (1998) theoretical 
framework that discerns ‘inside-out’ literacy skills, which are code-related skills, and 
‘outside-in’ skills, which include language and vocabulary skills that will eventually 
facilitate text comprehension, the researchers disaggregated the participants’ responses 
into three profile clusters. The clusters were determined by measuring the frequency of 
both inside-out and outside-in literacy tasks. The ‘low-low’ cluster participated in less 
frequent code-related exchanges with their children, and also spent the least amount of 
time engaged in reading activities with their children. The families in this cluster also 
owned fewer books. The ‘high-high’ cluster, in contrast, spent the most time of the 
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sample participants engaged in these activities. The ‘low-high’ cluster spent less time 
interacting with their children in reading, or outside-in activities, but scored higher on 
variables relating to the inside-out activities of code-related exercises. This included 
direct teaching interactions. The researchers then compared the clusters to other second-
order variables in the socio-demographic domain, as well as stress levels, and child 
interest levels. The participants in the high-high cluster tended to have a higher SES, live 
with a stable partner, parent less children, patronize a library more often, and have 
children that enjoyed being read to more than those of the other clusters. These 
participants also reported the highest level of maternal education of the three clusters.  
Phillips and Lonigan (2009) propose that the divergent nature of the low-high cluster 
indicate that secondary influencing factors are more complex and abstract than previously 
assumed, and might not impact all aspects of literacy development. However, the 
variability still suggests that the intersection of these factors, and others that perhaps were 
not identified, implies that there is much work yet to be done in this domain.  
 Some HLE assessment models include up to ten domains, including parental 
literacy levels, child engagement and SES status. Gonzalez et al. (2006) examined the 
HLE across English and Spanish language boundaries and found variability within many 
of the categories, as well as with the reliability of the translated instrument. While 
acknowledging a broad range of factors such as extended family, school support, 
television viewing and family interaction can shed light on the many variables that may 
contribute to literacy development in the HLE, this research suggests that the complexity 
of these elements might not be categorical, and lend themselves more readily to 
continuous scoring, rather than a domain or cluster approach. It also further supports the 
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notion that continuing research in the HLE contributing factors is warranted in order to 
more fully understand the sophisticated interplay between the contextual elements.  
 As previously stated, financial stability can significantly affect the HLE, and 
ultimately literacy development (i.e., Phillips & Lonigan, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2011). 
Secondary factors within the home environment can transcend beyond the traditional 
financial reserves to include social and emotional components, as well. These ‘family 
assets’, such as family resources, routines and practices, as well as parental stress levels 
can impact a child’s academic growth. Increasing or improving family assets will 
positively influence literacy development. Routines include the structures embedded into 
daily life that provide stability and predictability. Parental stress can have a negative 
impact on both routines and literacy promoting behavior, and also contribute to behavior 
problems, which can further impede learning. Weigel, Martin, and Bennett (2010) 
conducted a path analysis through a developmental assets model to extend existing 
knowledge of the connection between family assets and literacy development. Gathering 
data from a largely homogenous sample of 85 middle-class, white, educated parents and 
their formally preschooled children, the researchers found that parents who indicated 
more plentiful resources also valued a more stable family routine. Additionally, these 
families reported a higher incidence of literacy interactions. In turn, children of these 
families scored higher on three separate domains of emergent literacy measures. 
Similarly, parents with fewer resources also noted more variable routines and higher 
levels of stress, and their children performed lower on the emergent literacy assessments. 
These results suggest that even seemingly unrelated aspects of family life such as a daily 
routine can impact early literacy development. For families experiencing high levels of 
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stress and instability, engaging in oral language exchanges or prioritizing literacy 
interactions might present as secondary to more immediate and pressing life demands. 
However, identifying these disassociations and elucidating these connections to families 
previously unaware can provide more motivation to value activities that promote literacy 
skill acquisition.  
 This concept of literacy engagement value creates a ripple effect on many levels. 
Children who are raised in a literate environment are enveloped in language and print 
from a very early age.  Their families swathe them first in rich language, and 
subsequently in print. They cultivate foundational skills and positive feelings towards 
learning. These activities are built consistently into daily routines, and approached with 
pleasurable intent. This stance helps to cultivate an affirmative attitude about reading, and 
learning in general. Furthermore, when a child views reading as a pleasurable activity, 
rather than that of work, the child will be more apt to want to read. The concept of 
maternal sensitivity, which is the gratifying bonding between mothers and children 
during positive interactions, also supports this notion and the development of a favorable 
attitude toward reading (Saint-Laurent & Giasson, 2005). There is an increasing amount 
of research suggesting that these more subtle factors and the overall home environment 
also have strong correlations with child development.  Roberts et al. (2005) measured the 
impact of maternal sensitivity, as well as other three other factors, on the development of 
emergent literacy skills. Gathering longitudinal data from 72 low-SES African Americans 
beginning at approximately 18 months, and continuing through kindergarten admission, 
they determined that maternal sensitivity was significantly correlated with receptive 
vocabulary at both age three and at the beginning of kindergarten. The same correlation 
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held true between receptive vocabulary and the mothers’ engagement in teaching 
practices during shared reading. There was no correlation between shared reading 
frequency and skill acquisition. The overall measure of the HLE produced the most valid 
predictive results. These results support both the notion that the quality of literacy 
interactions may supersede the mere frequency of the activities, and that there might be 
many intangible variables yet undiscovered in the context of the HLE. 
  As further evidence, Mendez, Carpenter, LaForett, and Cohen (2009) performed 
a study to identify community intervention attendance impediments, and found a negative 
correlation between parental depression and locus of control. In turn, they determined a 
link between home literacy activities, reading and locus of control. The researchers also 
posed a cogent argument for a conceptual distinction between tangible structural barriers, 
such as schedule demands, lack of resources and more abstract attitudinal barriers, 
including subject prejudice and motivation. While community intervention programs are 
beyond the scope of this review, this study clearly illustrates how seemingly unrelated 
social and emotional elements can indirectly impact literacy development, and how 
identifying and exploring these tangible and attitudinal constructs may contribute to a 
systemic approach to addressing the central school readiness issue.  
 Since literacy levels of parents often correlate to their children’s, attitudes 
frequently manifest as generational iterations. These attitudes can profoundly affect 
students, and once established, are difficult to change. The issue is linked systemically to 
a surprising number of concerns. This social learning aspect of literacy has been 
discussed by Bynner, Joshi, & Tsatsas (2000, as cited by Evangelou et al., 2007). They 
acknowledge the permanence with which some families acquire literacy and protracted 
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financial success, whereas others seem mystically left out. The term ‘social exclusion’ 
applies to the persistent and pervasive facets of this phenomenon, from external forces to 
the development of an internal negative paradigm, which is modeled to children at a very 
young age. It is as if literate, successful families have a secret that is kept from families 
who have not yet found a solution on their own. Lewin (2010) underscores the 
importance that these social group forces have as an influencing factor in every facet of 
life. Children who are raised in an environment in which literacy and school itself is not 
valued must battle conflict between loyalty to the home archetype and pressure to accept 
a school standard. Also, many children from low SES homes do not have sufficient 
experiences that expose them to alternative lifestyles and environments. Therefore, it is 
critical to initiate conversations about emergent literacy development and the HLE to 
balance the expectations of kindergarten readiness from both the school and home 
perspectives.  
 Primary language levels may also influence the HLE issue. Farver, Xu, Eppe, and 
Lonigan (2006) explored correlations between oral language and social skill school 
readiness domains using data gathered from 122 low-SES Latino mothers and their Head 
Start preschoolers. They determined there was a significant relationship between the 
academic readiness skill of oral language and the behavioral domain of social skills. They 
also found a negative correlation between SES and these readiness components. 
However, they did not find any link between primary language and readiness outcomes. 
However, in a later work, the same team (Farver, Xu, Eppe, and Lonigan, 2013) 
investigated the relationship between emergent literacy skills, language influences, and 
HLE in 392 predominately Latino families. Results indicated that home literacy activities 
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were positively correlated within language. This relationship was not sustained for 
between language practices, however. In fact, literacy activity engagement in Spanish 
was negatively correlated with English emergent literacy skills. The research suggests 
that consistent language activities may benefit students within single language 
parameters, but may cause confusion bi-directionally. It is apparent that this aspect of 
literacy development is not yet fully understood, and that this quickly growing population 
of families and students will benefit from more comprehensive research.  Within and 
across the language barriers, given the divergence of educational discourse from some 
family vocabulary, engaging in consistent language and literacy routine behaviors is 
critical and especially effective in culturally diverse households (Carter, Chard & Pool, 
2009).  
 Despite the conflicting research within specific HLE realms, Saint-Laurent & 
Giasson (2005) argue it is possible to manipulate and improve the home literacy 
environment to enrich the frequency and quality of literacy activities that occur. 
Programs such as Geoffrey Canada’s Harlem Children Zone have acknowledged that 
families are often not able to focus on learning when other, more immediate needs are not 
met, and therefore offer connections to other agencies such as health and social services, 
housing assistance, and food sustenance programs. An essential part of this model is the 
engagement of parents in a family literacy program that, in some cases, can begin even 
before a child is born. Classes and information regarding language, literacy and extending 
to discussions on discipline and structure seek to enlighten parents with strategies and 
tools that sometimes seem to be second nature to literate families. This ‘baby college’ 
model seeks to envelop families in a supportive climate that delivers helpful instruction 
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and offers many bonding opportunities. The leveling of the playing field between parents, 
community members and the educational team can dismantle many stereotypes and walls 
of distrust that stand in the way of a beneficial partnership. Canada and his team also 
sought to remove any obstacles that stood between struggling families and the path to 
literacy. Services such as food entitlement programs and immunizations are beyond the 
realm of traditional school responsibilities, but systems thinking broadens the issue 
beyond these borders to include the well being of the child and family structure (Tough, 
2009). Moreover, there is evidence to suggest that this approach may have a leveraging 
effect. In a quasi-experimental, longitudinal study, Evangelou, Brooks and Smith (2007) 
utilized data from the Birth to School Study (BTSS), to conduct an assessment of the 
family intervention Peers Early Education Partnership (PEEP). Results indicated that not 
only did the children who participated in the intervention benefit from the program, but 
so did other students residing in the community who did not partake in the program. This 
suggests that attendance in these programs do not necessarily have to be ubiquitous to 
produce systemic results. The authors contended that the study underscores the 
significance of early learning, and the role that parents play in this development. They 
also advocated supporting parents in ‘early prevention’ efforts that are preferable to ‘later 
intervention’ attempts. These results support the argument that identifying apparent 
discrepancies between parent and school perceptions regarding school readiness can 
cause a cascading effect in communication efforts between these two important 
stakeholders. 
 In summary, the HLE is the setting in which a child first encounters literacy 
engagement, and the parent is a child’s first teacher. These literacy interactions in the 
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home may be direct activities teaching activities, or implicit literacy exposure, such as 
shared reading. Researchers disagree as to exactly which literacy outcomes are influenced 
by each activity. Recent research suggests that the HLE is also impacted by a broadening 
array of second-order factors.  Disagreement also surrounds this concept. Researchers 
have measured outcomes with an array of different instruments that measure up to ten 
distinct domains. Even so, some researchers call for a continuous scoring model that 
would more aptly reflect the continuum nature of the construct. Researchers do concur 
that higher SES levels, increased parent-child literacy interaction and interest positively 
affect literacy outcomes. Community efforts to educate parents may have a ripple effect 
even on families who do not participate in the intervention. A significant gap in the 
literature regarding the population should be noted. The overwhelming majority of 
research in this realm was gathered from Head Start or formal preschool populations. 
While this affords researchers a practical sample, it excludes a large legion of families 
who have not been affiliated with a preschool. Furthermore, it could be argued that this 
experience might potentially confound results in that the children have already been 
exposed to aspects of formal education.  
Perceptions and Expectations 
 Reading readiness is a malleable construct that is comprised of a host of objective 
and subjective components. In this context, reading readiness will be explored as a 
critical facet of school readiness. A working definition of this model is constructed from 
school expectations, which includes the overarching hierarchical structure from policy 
makers at the federal and state level through district administration to teachers actually 
working with students. Parent perceptions and expectations must also be considered, 
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separately and in tandem with school expectations. Linking expectation levels to actual 
achievement illustrates the importance of communicating consistent, rigorous 
benchmarks to support student academic success. Finally, comparing the extent of 
influencing factors is once again important to understanding the scope of the topic.  
 First, one must acknowledge that the dominant literature on academic rigor is not 
without detractors. Vagle and Jones (2012) provide an interesting counterpoint to the 
conventional view that low-SES children need to be ‘repaired’. The authors contend that 
it is the school system, mired in middle-class discourse and values that fail to 
acknowledge any alternative paradigm. Criticizing the “stratification of people based on 
their resources” (p. 321), Vagle and Jones (2012) propose that it is the school system that 
needs reparation, in that a closer look at the unspoken marginalization and judgment 
surrounding materially disadvantaged children is warranted. Specific examples of 
exclusionary text (the ubiquitous ‘where did you go on summer vacation’ writing 
assignment) and mainstream literature settings are cited as evidence of unconscious 
prejudice that disregard the diverse, yet suitable life experiences of low-SES families.  
 Bodovski and Farkas (2008) considered this concept from a slightly different 
perspective by using data from the national Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS-
K) to examine achievement in relation to SES through as an intervening factor of 
‘concerted cultivation’. This construct, originally coined by Lareau (2003, as cited in 
Bodovski and Farkas, 2008) purports that higher SES families tend to coach their 
children for academic success early in life by exposing them to activities and experiences 
that will prepare them for the school structure. Conversely, lower SES families tend to 
allow children the ‘accomplishment of natural growth’, in which students are left to 
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develop at their own pace with no parental advocacy. Bodovski and Farkas (2008) found 
a significant relationship between concerted cultivation and SES, and identified this 
modeling practice as an indicator of reading related school success. This suggests that 
families who groom their children with organized preparatory activities have a school 
readiness advantage over families whose children are not exposed to this structure or 
discourse. 
 In a similar, yet significantly distinct vein, Brown’s (2010) instrumental case 
study investigated the process and paradigms of defining kindergarten readiness in a 
Texas prekindergarten program. The results suggested that some stakeholders perceived 
the adoption of academic prekindergarten standards not as benchmarks by which to 
assess development, but potentially as a tool to exert pressure to begin high-stakes test 
preparation one year earlier.  Brown’s stance is an interesting counterpoint to the large 
body of current research that promotes academic rigor in preschool programs. His 
position that current standards have driven expectations to increasingly lower grade 
levels extends this common perception beyond traditional K-12 boundaries and 
challenges mainstream definitions of readiness.  
  While these studies offer valid, alternative perspectives to hegemony and 
prevailing discourse, the underlying factors associated with these topics are beyond the 
scope of this review. Furthermore, addressing these points has unquestionable value, but 
the essential educational outcome remains unchanged; namely, to fully prepare students 
to enter the 21st century workforce with adequate literacy skills.    
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 Much of the mainstream literature on the topic of school readiness attempts to 
identify and/or quantify its cognitive, social/emotional and behavioral domains. There is 
continued debate as to the extent, significance and interdependence of each factor in 
isolation and on one another. This deliberation occurs within and across the literacy 
strand of readiness, so it principally relevant to the current review. 
 Several researchers address this dilemma directly. Sektnan, McClelland, Acock, 
and Morrison (2010) performed a longitudinal study using data from NICHD (National 
Institute of child Health and Human Development) Study of Early Child Care and Youth 
Development, and investigated the interplay between executive function and risk factors 
at 54 months and school entry, and then with school success at first grade. Results 
indicated that behavioral regulation was positively correlated to vocabulary development. 
In these findings, the authors argue for the use of continuous scoring, as opposed to 
dichotomous scoring, on the grounds that the latter assumes sample homogeneity and 
assigns incidental distinctions between categories. These artificial delineations can 
influence skewed interpretation of the results.  
  Moreover, Goldstein and McCoach (2011) examined school readiness data to 
develop concrete parameters of kindergarten readiness across five broad domains.  
Teachers perceived students to exhibit a higher level of Physical/Motor and Creative 
domain skills and less Literacy and Numeracy domain skills. Language and 
Personal/Social skills rounded out the array. However, Goldstein and McCoach (2011) 
acknowledged that students’ performance on specific elements within each domain might 
be contradictory, and that the domain average would not accurately reflect this 
discrepancy. They recommended reporting each element score separately, rather then 
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combining them into a domain score. Although this suggestion would more accurately 
reflect the nuances of the specific skills and domains inherent in the global definition of 
school readiness, the application practicality is questionable.   
 In an extension of McClelland et al. (2007), Welsh, Nix, Blair, Bierman, and 
Nelson (2010) investigated the relationship between general cognitive skills, such as 
working memory and attention control, with specific skills such as emergent literacy and 
numeracy. 164 Head Start students were assessed to evaluate the developmental impact 
on math and reading skills. The results revealed a significant relationship between 
executive function and school readiness, and that these skills, i.e., working memory, 
attention, and inhibitory control, develop significantly from the ages of three through 
five. The study found links between working memory and reading ability, as well as 
comprehension. This research once again highlights the developmental opportunistic 
timeframe that precedes traditional public school responsibility. While the study was 
conducted on Head Start children, practicality dictates that not all children have access to 
Head Start or other formal preschool program, especially in light of the present economic 
climate and rapidly diminishing school budgets. Developing approaches that are both 
effective and efficient are an imperative in this era of increased accountability.  
 In pursuing efficiency in regard to teacher expectation and effective teaching, a 
reasonable attempt might be to compare teacher perceptions and application. In their 
2012 study, Brown, Scull, Nolan, Raban, and Deans claim that congruently aligning 
theoretical constructs and actual practices may yield heightened student improvement, 
but fail to support it with conclusive evidence. The researchers conducted a collective 
case study as part of a larger, longitudinal study that examined elements of effective 
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literacy practices in early education. Set in Australia, the researchers used opportunistic 
sampling to focus on the relationship between teachers’ theoretical constructs and 
teaching practices. Data were collected through surveys, videotaped lessons and 
individual interviews. The researchers contended that analysis conducted through 
qualitative coding and quantitative identification of response patterns provided a 
comprehensive rendering of the information. The mixed methods design offered 
multifaceted data points that attempt to address the wide array of early literacy factors. 
The researchers asserted that qualitative results indicated teachers’ self-reported 
congruence between their theoretical viewpoints and practical application. However, 
published results were limited to the study design only, and did not reflect on the data. 
Furthermore, the specific study setting was too dissimilar to American public education 
to make comparisons or draw applicable conclusions.   
 In a more relevant study, Ready and Wright (2011) suggested that teacher 
perceptions and expectations play a large role supporting student success. They 
investigated the relationship between teacher perceptions and the cognitive abilities of 24 
students from various SES and racial and ethnic backgrounds. Defining bias as a 
mismatch between skill and expectation without seeking to examine potential underlying 
motivating factors for its existence, their results indicated that only approximately 50% of 
teacher misperception regarding skill performance could be supported by objective 
assessment measures. SES status accounted for a larger degree of misidentification than 
either race or ethnicity. Misperceptions decreased proportionally as the school year 
progressed. This suggests that preconceived notions and stereotypes can influence teacher 
expectations. These judgments can be clouded by extraneous, subjective factors, which 
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supports the need for communication between schools and families to better align 
expectations and objectives, as well as more sensitive teacher preparation models.  
 Hinnant et al. (2009) view this link between expectations and performance as a 
‘self-fulfilling prophecy’. Students who are held to higher standards respond more 
productively, and the teacher’s expectations are realized. Standards are raised again, thus 
creating an upward spiral of success. The converse also holds true, creating an 
unfortunate situation for students who might be inaccurately perceived as low 
performing, or for those who performance is inconsistent. In this longitudinal study, 
perception and achievement data from approximately 1000 students in first, third and 5th 
grades revealed a strong association between teacher expectations and performance 
scores. However, mediating variables such as gender, ethnicity and SES were predictably 
misperceived. A significant limitation in light of these results was an overrepresentation 
of high SES participants. Even so, the relationship between expectations and performance 
warrants significant attention.  
 This correlation also exists when considering the association from the parent 
perspective. Yanamoto and Holloway’s (2010) longitudinal study examining this 
relationship through a culturally diverse lens found that while the connection between 
expectation and achievement held true throughout racial and ethnic subgroups, each 
cohort reported a different and discrete level of expectations. Asian-Americans 
consistently maintained higher expectations than the other subgroups. Latino and 
African-American families reported divergent expectation levels, even after controlling 
for common mediating factors. The researchers contend this suggests that teachers should 
not generalize their expectations according to race or ethnicity. This is a credible 
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statement, however this phenomenon also implies that there are still unanswered 
questions regarding the nuances of this complex paradigm. 
 A large body of research in this domain designates parent involvement as an 
integral component in operationalizing expectation levels. A prominent meta-analysis by 
Jeynes (2010) inspected 41studies focusing solely on the connection between parental 
involvement and student performance at the elementary school (K-6) level. In contrast to 
Yanamoto and Holloway (2010), he found a robust and consistent association between 
these two indicators, even across ethnicity and gender subgroups. Moreover, he 
determined that parental expectation levels generated the strongest correlation with 
achievement.  
 This important early relationship seems to persist throughout a student’s 
scholastic journey. A 2012 quantitative study performed by Froiland, Peterson and 
Davidson established kindergarten parental expectations as an enduring influence on 8th 
grade student achievement. They suggest that parents can support academic success by 
becoming involved with the school system early in the student’s experience, and holding 
high expectations for a student to meet. In addition, they advise school districts to 
develop proactive partnerships with parents that clearly communicate the importance of 
these expectations.  
 Parent perceptions and expectations can also be influenced by second order 
factors. As discussed in the context of emergent literacy and the HLE, parental 
perceptions significantly impact student learning and development. Weigle et al. (2006) 
conducted a study to explore parental paradigms regarding literacy development. 
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Gathering data from 79 primarily Caucasian, well-educated mothers and their formally 
preschooled children, the researchers were able to categorize the respondents into two 
separate profiles. ‘Facilitative’ mothers perceived their role to include providing literacy 
rich activities for their children. These mothers were apt to enjoy engaging in these 
activities, and had positive recollections of their own childhood literacy experiences. In 
contrast, ‘conventional’ mothers perceived literacy engagement to be a school 
responsibility, and that their children were ‘too young’ to receive any benefit from these 
activities in the home environment. Facilitative mothers were more likely have performed 
better in school themselves, and to have higher school related expectations for their 
children. These children tended to have more developed emergent literacy skills and a 
higher level of literacy interest than children of Conventional mothers. Interestingly, the 
mothers’ SES or literacy development did not have an impact on cluster alignment. The 
researchers point out that the clusters did not present as dichotomous; that is, the group 
scores were not in opposition of one other. Instead, the mothers in the Facilitative cluster 
merely scored higher on the measured domains than did those in the Conventional 
cluster. While this study was performed in the HLE, it provides food for thought 
regarding parent perceptions and expectations of school readiness. Parents who believe 
that preschool aged children are too young to engage in literacy promoting activities are 
missing a valuable opportunity to provide these children with the foundational skills 
necessary for academic success. In addition, entrenching a belief system that does not 
value literacy engagement may be difficult to ameliorate at a later date. Finally, it 
demonstrates that influencing factors such as SES and educational attainment do not 
unconditionally compromise all aspects of literacy development.  
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 In a study designed to examine intergenerational construct effect on parent belief 
systems regarding school readiness, Barnett and Taylor (2009) found a significant 
correlation between positive memories of a participant’s own family level of involvement 
and their subsequent involvement behavior. The researchers conducted 76 structured 
interviews to collect data from a diverse group of mothers who were sending a child to 
school for the first time. Barnett and Taylor (2009) also noted a correlation between 
lower SES levels and more explicit teaching activities. They provide justification for 
further research by indicating a lack of knowledge about parent belief models. This study 
re-emphasizes the need to interrupt the negative cycle that often exists between the 
educational system and marginalized populations.  
 Moreover, incongruity between parent level of concern and student achievement 
levels points to a disconnect between familial and academic expectations of school 
readiness. In an examination of the extent of family participation and perceived needs 
during their child’s transition to kindergarten, Wildenger and McIntyre (2011) found that 
the majority of parents had little or no anticipatory concerns regarding the onset of formal 
schooling, yet parents that had many concerns presented in every category. The 86 parent 
participants were primarily Caucasian, and 57% were rural residents. Over 90% of the 
children had attended some type of formal preschool. Students receiving special 
education were excluded. This study argues the need for further research in the area of 
kindergarten transition. The bifurcated results suggest that some parents feel 
apprehension that may or may not be addressed. Families with little trepidation might be 
fully informed of and engaging in literacy promoting behaviors that foster school success.  
However, it is also possible that they are simply unaware of current rigorous academic 
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expectations. The considerable experience with formal preschool could also indicate a 
false sense of security with K-12 school expectations. A need for further research is 
further highlighted by the families’ low level of concern that is in direct conflict with 
previous research citing almost 50% of kindergarten students struggle with this transition 
year (Rimm-Kaufman, Pianta & Cox, 2000).  
 Research indicates that the level of parental expectations can affect a child’s 
literacy development. Martini and Senechal (2012) reported that parent expectations are 
related to early letter recognition skills, and that high expectations promote literacy 
engagement. They claim that parents hold ‘high expectations’ for their students: 80% 
thought children should know letter names by the end of Grade 1, 68% thought students 
should know sounds by this point and 49% thought their students should be able to print 
and read some words. These findings raise an interesting perception discrepancy in that 
the proposed Common Core State Standards that are to be implemented in the 2013-2014 
school year indicate that students should be able to recognize all letters by the end of 
Kindergarten. In addition, newly established Pre-K standards specify that students should 
know ‘some’ letters at this time. In terms of word recognition, it is now expected that 
Pre-K students will be able to identify some familiar words, and the first grade standards 
include one and two syllable words, vowel teams and inflectional ending skill sets 
(2010). This is a marked departure from historical education paradigms in which 
Kindergarten students were taught their ABC’s and to share.  
 Other studies have indicated a higher level of concern, especially in light of this 
recent public school curricular shift to Common Core State Standards alignment. For 
example, a recent study by Hatcher et al. (2012) investigated both parent and preschool 
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teacher expectations of kindergarten readiness. Qualitative findings revealed that 
common measures of readiness included behavioral and emotional maturity, and literacy 
skills. Parents indicated more academic benchmarks for readiness, while teachers 
specified skills related to self-reliance and behavioral regulation parameters. These 
teachers expressed confidence in the efficacy of their preschool program’s kindergarten 
preparation. In contrast, parents articulated concerns about the increased academic rigor 
in kindergarten. Higher SES parents tended to talk about delaying kindergarten entry for 
students who might not exhibit sufficient readiness skills. This suggests an increased 
level of awareness of the rising expectations for school students. Despite this evidence, 
even parents who are aware of kindergarten’s higher academic demands can 
underestimate the level of critical thinking that is now required of young students. 
Barbarin et al. (2008) compared 452 parents’ school readiness perceptions with preschool 
children’s competence levels on several social skill, literacy and numeracy measures. 
These perceptions were correlated with socio-demographic indicators. The results 
showed no direct relationship between income level and perceptions, but did positively 
correlate between certain aspects of social development and low-income, African 
American families. Latino and low-income families also indicated the highest incidence 
of authoritarian parenting practices, which supports Barnett and Taylor’s (2009) finding 
of increased explicit teaching practices in this demographic. Across all levels, they 
discovered that parents indicated nominal knowledge most often as a readiness indicator, 
and inferential problem solving skills least often. This presents a dilemma to school 
personnel who are required to reach performance benchmarks with each student no 
matter the initial educational level. These stakes become even higher when factoring in 
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proposed evaluation standards that tie in salary and job promotion to student 
achievement.  
 It has been established that parents are pivotal in fostering the promotion of strong 
language and early literacy skills (Brandt, 2001). However, parents may not understand 
the significance of introducing robust language and literature into the home. Parents may 
lack the knowledge of exactly what strategies to employ to accomplish these goals.  One 
possibility is that early language and literacy skill exposure should begin at a much 
younger age than some parents realize. It could also be that initial interaction does not 
involve the child undertaking the actual task of reading, but rather just gathering 
vocabulary, and concepts of print during read aloud or shared reading experiences. It is 
also conceivable that low-SES parents caught in the cycle of illiteracy are not adept at 
reading themselves.  This may manifest in them being unable or reluctant to engage in 
these activities with their children. There are many possible barriers that stand between 
the theoretical solution to the problem and its subsequent application. However, each of 
these scenarios point to an increased responsibility of the school to reach out to parents 
regarding this communication chasm.   
 To summarize, reading and school readiness expectations converge and diverge 
among parent, teacher and school perceptions. There are those who consider school 
expectations to be the misaligned consequence of middle-class discourse that excludes 
diverse SES and cultural populations. Proponents contend that these socio-demographic 
communities are perfectly content to exist without being subjected to artificially imposed 
benchmarks and marginalization. In contrast, critics argue that more rigorous 
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expectations are necessary for students to eventually succeed in a globalized workforce 
and competitive marketplace.  
 To this end, many researchers have attempted to categorize school readiness 
domains. While most agree that these skills can be classified as either academically or 
socially motivated, discussion continues as to one definitive model. Given the variability 
within a number of these domains, some have called for a transition away from 
dichotomous scoring to continuous scoring for a more accurate representation of research 
results. Dominant research indicates that high expectations are strongly associated with 
student achievement. Research in the realm of parent perception reveals that holding high 
expectations for students may have implications for higher levels of literacy 
development. However, even parents who perceive their expectations as high may not be 
aware of recent and proposed legislation that consistently increases academic rigor. 
Schools need to accept the responsibility to communicate proactively with families 
regarding expectations in order to work together toward a common paradigm. Once 
again, it should be noted that many of the studies in this field have been conducted on 
populations with Head Start or formal preschool exposure. Families with no preschool 
experience are largely underrepresented. This highlights a gap in the literature and 
justification for further research.  
Summary 
 School readiness is a relevant yet ambiguous concept. It can be discussed in one 
context by mothers at play dates, take on other qualities in a preschool or kindergarten 
teacher’s lunchroom conversation, and still another in policymakers’ office. However 
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nuanced these definitions might be, the general archetype of a student being ‘ready to 
learn’ remains constant. Research has pinpointed the cognitive components of emergent 
literacy, such as oral language, phonemic and phonological awareness, and code related 
skills that contribute to the leading indicator of early literacy development. Activities 
such as rhyming games, word play, and language interaction can promote early literacy 
growth. Alphabet identification and writing exercises are direct teaching practices that 
support alphabetic knowledge. Elaborative reminiscing and shared reading experiences 
are considered literacy exposure and may positively impact later reading outcomes. The 
specific skill-outcome relationships and the extent to which these criteria must be met to 
be successful are still in contention. Environmental and social factors can combine to 
broaden the scope of what might be considered influencing elements on the cognitive 
domain, although the significance and relative weight of these factors continue to be 
debated. Elements such as SES and primary language can inhibit literacy acquisition 
development.  
 Many influencing elements exist in the home learning environment (HLE). This 
construct recognizes that parents are a child’s first teacher, and is inextricably intertwined 
with early literacy development. The research community disputes exactly how specific 
facet of each realm impacts and mediates the other. The concept of the HLE has 
broadened from considering only material access and direct literacy experiences to 
include second order factors such as SES and maternal educational attainment. Recently, 
researchers have begun to examine mitigating factors such as familial stress level and 
routines. Different assessment measures that classify up to ten domains are attempting to 
accurately categorize these abstract elements. Even so, some researchers call for a 
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continuous scoring model that would more aptly reflect the continuum nature of the 
construct. Researchers do allow that higher SES levels, consistent parent-child literacy 
engagement and literacy interest can influence literacy development. Furthermore, 
community outreach programs may provide a positive leveraging effect on the HLE.  
 The HLE shapes not only literacy development, but also reading readiness 
expectations. There are several facets to this issue. A compelling counterargument to 
mainstream hegemony suggests that school expectations simply promote political 
marginalizing agendas. They contend that white, middle-class discourse limits or even 
excludes large portions of minority populations. In contrast, skeptics assert that 21st 
century skills necessitate higher standards of functional literacy to be successful in a 
competitive global market. Moreover, while most concede that readiness skills can be 
classified into academic or social categories, researchers have yet to agree on one 
definitive model. The variability of sophisticated domains have led some to suggest a 
continuous scoring model to more precisely reflect data results.  
 In relation to parent perceptions of readiness, research indicates that maintaining 
high expectations for students may promote increased literacy development. However, 
even parents who perceive their expectations as being high may be unfamiliar with recent 
and proposed legislation that calls for intensified academic rigor.  
 Examining readiness parameters from parent and teacher perspectives can help to 
identify any incongruity that exists between these viewpoints in order to move forward 
with a common purpose of maximizing young students’ chance of academic success. 
Including a population of parents who did not participate in Head Start or other formal 
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preschool programs can help to address this gap in current research and add a critical, 
underrepresented voice to the conversation. Improving a child’s literacy level requires the 
identification of critical emergent literacy skill elements. It is evident that these skills are 
ideally developed well before students are of age to begin formal schooling. Therefore, it 
is prudent to look to establishing their acquisition in the home environment. Finally, the 
paucity of research conducted on students with no formal preschool experiences 
represents a gap in the literature and a need for further research in this area. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
 This concurrent embedded mixed methods study sought to explore the 
relationship between the reading readiness expectations of kindergarten parents and 
teachers, and whether these expectations affected kindergarten students’ early literacy 
performance in one suburban, south central Pennsylvania school district. In light of 
condensing curriculum and elevated performance pressure, this school district was 
looking for alternative ways to improve student achievement. Identifying any discrepancy 
in readiness beliefs between stakeholders was a first step to addressing the issue. 
Extending home-school communication beyond traditional K-12 boundaries was one 
possible outcome option.  The district wanted to quantify the existing relationship before 
investing in any structured outreach programs. The study sought to answer the following 
research questions: 1. What is the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher 
reading readiness expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school 
district? 2. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when parent 
expectations are high or low? 3. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy 
skills when teacher expectations are high or low?  4. What are kindergarten teachers’ 
views about problems concerning reading readiness in one south central Pennsylvania 
school district? 
 The researcher used a concurrent embedded mixed methods design (Creswell, 
2009) for the study conducted in this suburban school district. In this design, quantitative 
and qualitative data are gathered simultaneously, but analyzed independently. One 
approach is considered to be the key cornerstone of the work, while the other plays more 
of a subordinate role. In this case, the approach was largely quantitative, with 
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supplementary qualitative data that informed the researcher about teacher views 
regarding issues surrounding the topic of reading readiness. The population was families 
of current kindergarten students and district kindergarten teachers. Using a researcher 
developed survey instrument, data were collected separately from families and 
kindergarten teachers examining the expectations they hold about kindergarten reading 
readiness. One open-ended qualitative question was added to the parent questionnaire, 
and two additional open-ended qualitative questions were posed to district teachers to 
acquire a more nuanced level of response (See Appendices A and B for survey 
questions). The relationship between parent and teacher expectations was analyzed with a 
correlation matrix to examine the relationship between the two sample groups. The 
researcher also calculated the median split of the responses, then sorted and labeled each 
participant as having ‘low’ expectations if the individual score was lower than the 
median, or ‘high’ if the score was above the median. These groups were analyzed using a 
one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine whether there was a difference 
between these expectations and student early literacy performance. Performance 
outcomes were gathered from existing student historical data in the form of DIBELS 
(Good & Kaminski, 2002) FSF and LNF beginning of year benchmark assessment scores. 
Qualitative data were coded and reported in a phenomenological approach format. 
 This chapter presents the methodological design of a concurrent embedded mixed 
method study examining kindergarten reading readiness expectations. Site and population 
are discussed first, followed by research design and methods, and then concludes with 
ethical considerations regarding the study.  
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Site and Population 
Population description  
 The target population in this mixed methods study was the families of current 
kindergarten students in one south central Pennsylvania school district, and the district 
kindergarten teachers. Three hundred sixteen students were enrolled in the district 
kindergarten at the time of the study.  Eight regular kindergarten session teachers, as well 
as four extended day teachers served these students. The regular kindergarten session 
meets for approximately two hours and 45 minutes. Students designated at risk by the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (Good & Kaminski, 2002) 
assessment could be recommended to also attend an extended day session, which meets 
for an additional two hours and 45 minutes, and focuses on intensive literacy and/or math 
remediation. Extended day kindergarten recommendation can occur at any time.  
 There are four elementary buildings in the district, two of which receive targeted 
Title I federal funding to service low SES students. The average percentage of district 
elementary students receiving free or reduced lunch is 21.27%. However, the range spans 
13.28% to 32.64% across the four elementary buildings in the district, so it was assumed 
that the family participants encompassed a wide range of SES levels (see Table 1).  
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Table 1 
School District Demographics 
  
 A questionnaire comprised of 19 closed-ended items, one open-ended query, and 
three demographic questions, along with an explanatory cover letter, was disseminated to 
all kindergarten families in each elementary school via student transport to collect 
information concerning their perception of student readiness. At the time of the study, 
there were 316 kindergarten students. Families were also contacted by email. 
Additionally, the questionnaire was available on SurveyMonkey.com, which was 
explained in the informational letter. Identifying family information was requested in 
order to pair parent expectations with the corresponding kindergarten student’s 
performance level. When the questionnaire was returned, the researcher matched the 
parent response with their child’s assessment score, and with the child’s teacher. A 
systematic coding procedure was utilized to ensure proper confidentiality. Identifiers 
were removed upon coding completion, and kept in a separate location from the coded 
documents.  
Building Elem. A Elem. B Elem. C Elem. D MS HS 
Total Population  552 590 498 406 1097 1524 
Caucasian students  493 456 413 326 873 1232 
African American students  14 26 15 11 48 54 
Hispanic students 37 95 61 68 132 200 
Other ethnicity students  8 13 9 1 54 38 
 % Free/Reduced Lunch  13.28 18.23 21.72 32.64   
Title I Eligibility       
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 All kindergarten teachers in the district were Caucasian females. Due to the 
limited number of staff, all twelve kindergarten teachers were requested to participate in 
the survey process. The questionnaire contained 19 closed-ended items, two open-ended 
questions, and four demographic queries. The instrument was posted on 
SurveyMonkey.com for completion convenience. Paper copies were also available for 
any participants who preferred this mode. However, all teachers completed the process 
through SurveyMonkey. Identifying teacher information was requested in order to tie 
expectations with individual student’s performance levels. However, this information was 
available only to the researcher. The responses were coded so that confidentiality was 
strictly maintained. Participants were de-identified once each coding match was 
complete.  
 The important consideration of relationships was recognized but not a major 
concern in this study. A good working rapport with district gatekeepers, and their interest 
in the study provided a solid foundation on which to work. One matter carefully regarded 
was the introductory district-parent relationship that was forged through this program, 
and the resulting climate that this study promoted.  
Site Description  
 Survey data collection took place in a suburban school district in central 
Pennsylvania with a population of approximately 4,700 students. The district was the 
largest of the six existing districts in the county, spanning approximately 70 square miles. 
A large majority of the community was considered suburban, although there were 
significant urban pockets in the attendance zone. There were four elementary buildings in 
the district, of varying size and slightly different demographics. These elementary 
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schools fed into one middle school and one high school that were situated together on a 
single campus. The district employed 317 teachers, and 265 additional staff members at 
the time of the study.  
Site Access  
 The pilot study site was the researcher’s place of work, so access was very 
convenient. To promote awareness for the project, the researcher presented a study 
synopsis to district administration, including building principals, well in advance of the 
study. The school district superintendent granted permission in writing to perform the 
research study, and all building principals were aware of and supported the study. The 
Drexel Institutional Review board approved the research protocol on February 28, 2014.  
 
Research Design and Rationale 
 The study used a concurrent embedded mixed method design (Creswell, 2009). In 
this design, quantitative and qualitative data are collected simultaneously. A primary 
approach is supported by a secondary approach in order to answer the research questions 
more comprehensively, or address different research questions.  In this study, a largely 
quantitative approach, comprised of both correlation and causal comparative elements, 
was supported by qualitative data supplied by one open-ended survey item on the parent 
questionnaire, and two open-ended survey items on the teacher questionnaire. The parent 
open-ended question provided supplementary information in the form of additional 
comments on the topic of reading readiness. The teacher open-ended queries addressed 
the final research question, which focused on teachers’ views about problems relating to 
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reading readiness in the district. An embedded approach is appropriate when a singular 
form of data collection does not adequately address the full range of process and 
outcomes, or an alternate form of analysis is preferred (Creswell, 2008, 2009). In this 
case, a range of options adequately covered the majority of expectation response 
possibilities, but open-ended questions were included so as to allow participants the 
opportunity to expound freely about the issues they face. This format prevented the 
researcher from restricting the response choices to only her preferences, and permitted 
the participant’s voice to be heard on the topic. These responses were reported in a 
phenomenological (Moustakas, 1994) design format. This approach suggests that the 
researcher investigate the nature of an experience that involved all of the sample 
participants. The participants are asked general questions to supply information on the 
essence of this experience. In this case, both the parents and teachers that comprise the 
study population were asked their thoughts on reading readiness and its development.  
 A concurrent embedded mixed-method design was selected over a purely 
quantitative approach for this study because it was the researcher’s opinion that 
expectations contain paradigms that do not lend themselves easily to concrete, 
quantitative parameters, and measuring them through this method alone would produce 
incomplete or imprecise results. As described above, the qualitative component allows 
the expert to tell their story. However, an exclusively qualitative approach was rejected 
because of the limited number of participants that could be evaluated during the time 
constraints of the study. In addition, the school district administration was more likely to 
value quantifiable results that measure outcomes rather than process. 
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 An explanatory design (Creswell, 2008) was scrutinized as a viable option, as it is 
well suited to assessing constructs such as perceptions.  However, this design required an 
unnecessarily complicated data collection strategy. In addition, the quantification of 
expectation levels was easily accomplished and allowed for a more thorough statistical 
analysis.   
 A triangulation design (Creswell, 2008) was also considered briefly, as it is 
frequently used for comparative analysis of quantitative and qualitative data. However, 
the process of gathering quantitative and qualitative data to compare one with the other 
did not align with the goals of this study.  
 Creswell (2008) suggests that mixed data in a concurrent embedded design can 
either be analyzed separately, comparatively, or be synthesized to more fully investigate a 
topic. This concept dovetailed nicely with the current study in that reading readiness 
expectations could be quantified through closed-ended Likert scale survey questions, and 
their relationship with one another analyzed. Then, the issues surrounding the topic could 
be elaborated on further through open-ended qualitative questions. The benefit of this 
design was that it incorporated both qualitative and quantitative assets to inform results. 
One drawback is that gathering both types of data can be overwhelming. In this case, the 
study utilized a cross-sectional survey design to gather quantitative information regarding 
the expectations of kindergarten reading readiness held by families of current 
kindergarten students. The survey included one open-ended qualitative query. The 
qualitative data was used to enrich and expand upon the quantitative results. A similar 
instrument with two additional open-ended qualitative questions was used with the same 
intent with current district kindergarten teachers. These qualitative results explored 
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teachers’ views on the problems surrounding kindergarten reading readiness without 
limiting the responses to only previously generated categories. The researcher entered the 
data into an Excel spreadsheet. In order to invoke trustworthiness, analysis was further 
supported by QSR Nvivo 10 software. Results were reported in a phenomenological 
design format, exploring the nature of problems surrounding reading readiness. The final 
step entailed using this data to measure the impact expectations exert on kindergarten 
students’ early literacy skill student performance using historical DIBELS (Good & 
Kaminski, 2002) beginning of year benchmark assessment scores. The desired outcome 
was that the qualitative and quantitative results would provide insight to evaluate current 
practices and inform the district of potential areas for improved communication with the 
pre school community.   
Research Methods 
List of Methods 
  The following methods were used in this research study: 
1. The researcher surveyed families of entering kindergarten students using a 
researcher-developed instrument (see page 60).  
2. The researcher surveyed district kindergarten teachers using a researcher-
developed instrument (see page 62).  
3. The researcher performed an inferential statistical analysis (one-way ANOVA) 
using results from the parent and teacher surveys and historical DIBELS (Good & 
Kaminski, 2002) beginning of year benchmark assessment data (see pages 61, 63, 
64). 
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4. The researcher coded the qualitative teacher responses using the ‘thematic coding’ 
technique suggested by Moustakas (1994) (see pages 61, 64).  
Stages of Data Collection  
 The data collection process began well before the actual contact with study 
constituents. First, the researcher pilot tested the survey instruments to ensure adequate 
reliability and validity. The pilot study took place in early March 2014. The researcher 
conducted a pilot survey with both the teacher and parent versions of the instrument. 
Feedback was requested to determine question clarity and relevance. Four teachers were 
invited to participate in the teacher pilot survey. Two reading specialists and two first 
grade teachers were recruited. These staff members were chosen because they had expert 
knowledge in the early reading field, and did not draw from the sample population in the 
study. Twelve first grade parents were also be requested to review the parent pilot survey. 
Ten parents participated. The researcher asked several first grade teachers for parent 
participation recommendations. These parents had recently navigated the transition to 
kindergarten, and also had experience with beginning readers. The purpose of the pilot 
study was to examine question inter-reliability, format practicality, and question clarity. 
The researcher revised each instrument as necessary, and calculated reliability using 
Cronbach’s alphas. Results were compiled and submitted in a pilot study report. These 
results are presented in Chapter 4. The complete pilot study report can be found in 
Appendix C.  
 Once the pilot study and subsequent revisions were complete, the teacher 
questionnaire was emailed to the kindergarten staff in mid-March 2014. The parent 
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Table 2 
Data Collection Time Line
Description of Methods 
 An overview of the data collection process can be found in Table 3 on page 67.
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reading readiness domains of receptive language, expressive language, social and 
emotional maturity, fine motor skills, phonemic awareness, alphabetic concepts and 
writing concepts. The domains themselves did not appear on the questionnaire, and 
individual skill indicators were presented in a random order. The response scale was 
developed on a scale from one to six, with one designating a skill as extremely 
unimportant, and six indicating that a skill was extremely important. The open-ended 
item, a comment box, requested any additional information parents wished to share on 
the topic of reading readiness. Queries were constructed after examining several pertinent 
existing instruments, including the Perception of Kindergarten Teachers’ Regarding 
Kindergarten Readiness (Cappelloni, 2011) survey, the Early Childhood Longitudinal 
Study-Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K) (United States Department of Education, 2009) 
manuals, and the Kindergarten Parent Survey (KPS; companion to EDI; Gaskin, Duku, & 
Janus, 2008). These instruments were rejected for intact use because all of the probes 
were not relevant to the specific reading readiness focus of this study. However, they 
each contained quality probes that could serve as models for this situation.  In addition, 
the researcher collected demographic information including the child’s pre-kindergarten 
experience and name. Identifying information was requested to connect individual parent 
responses with specific kindergarten student performance outcomes. This information 
was paired and labeled with a three-digit identification system indicating 
Child/Parent/Teacher (i.e., 111, 221, etc.), and surveys were de-identified once parent 
responses and student scores were matched. 
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 Participation selection/invitation. In order to collect a sufficient number of 
participants, all 316 parents of current kindergarteners in the district were offered the 
survey. Parents were invited to participate through an explanatory letter accompanying 
the questionnaire, which was delivered via student transport in mid-March, 2014. The 
questionnaire was also available online through SurveyMonkey.com. Access details were 
included in the parent information letter. A reminder letter was sent home with students 
midway through the data collection window, and teachers sent an additional reminder 
notice via email. Students received a pencil from the researcher as a reward for returning 
a completed questionnaire. 
 Data collection: Questionnaires were collected through student transport or 
SurveyMonkey.com. The collection window remained open for one month. Hard copy 
responses were returned in a sealed, addressed envelope provided by the researcher.  
 Data analysis: Quantitative. Descriptive statistics, such as frequency distribution, 
were performed on the demographic response items to examine the composition of the 
group. Relational statistics in the form of a correlation analysis were performed to 
identify the existence of a relationship between teacher expectations and parent 
expectations. In addition, the resulting scores were categorized into two leveled subsets 
(low and high). The researcher calculated the median split of the responses, then sorted 
and labeled each participant as having ‘low’ expectations if the individual score was 
lower than the median, or ‘high’ expectations if the score was above the median. These 
subsets were used to conduct a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to measure the 
effect that each expectation subset had on student performance outcomes, as measured by 
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the DIBELS beginning of year benchmark assessment (Good & Kaminski, 2002). IBM 
SPSS 20 was to calculate the ANOVA, in which the ‘low’ and ‘high’ subsets were the 
independent variable, and the DIBELS LNF and FSF scores were two separate dependent 
variables.   
 Data analysis: Qualitative.  The results from one open-ended qualitative question 
were analyzed using Moustakas’ (1994) thematic coding process. In a first reading of the 
data, important and recurring pieces of information were highlighted and then sorted into 
categories, or ‘themes’. The researcher then sifted through the data multiple times in 
order to extract all pertinent pieces of information. Themes were added, deleted and 
revised during this process. These themes were recorded in an Excel spreadsheet. To 
invoke data trustworthiness, QSR Nvivo 10 software was used to support the data 
analysis. These qualitative data were analyzed separately from the quantitative data, but 
used to support these findings, and also to address the final, qualitative study research 
question.  
 Teacher Survey.  
 Instrument Description. The researcher-developed questionnaire was considered 
a different version of the same parent instrument described above. It contained 19 closed-
ended, Likert scale response items in the areas of receptive language, expressive 
language, social and emotional maturity, fine motor skills, phonemic awareness, 
alphabetic concepts and writing concepts. As with the parent instrument, individual skill 
indicators were presented in a random order, and the domains themselves were not 
mentioned. The response scale used perception measures from one to six, with one 
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indicating skill was extremely unimportant, and six representing a skill that was 
extremely important. This instrument was pilot tested by the researcher and returned a 
reliability value of .934, as measured by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. The teacher survey 
also included two open-ended responses to gather qualitative data concerning teacher 
perceived challenges pertaining to kindergarten reading readiness, as well as suggestions 
for improvement in the development of this area. Demographic information including 
teaching experience, years in kindergarten service and certification was also requested. 
Identifying information was collected, but known only to the researcher. This information 
was necessary in order to match specific a teacher’s expectations to her student’s skill 
performance. Once this connection was established, the responses were labeled using a 
three-digit number system indicating Child/Parent/Teacher (i.e., 111, 221, etc.), and the 
identifying information was removed. Original documents were stored in a separate 
location.  
 Participation selection/invitation. All twelve district kindergarten teachers were 
invited to complete this questionnaire in order to create a sufficient data set. Kindergarten 
teachers were selected for this sample because they have direct experience with varying 
levels of kindergarten readiness in beginning students. An introductory email was sent in 
early March 2014 to explain the purpose of the study, as well as provide a SurveyMonkey 
link.  
 Data collection. Survey responses were collected through the SurveyMonkey 
website. The survey was open for one month, although all participants responded within a 
two-week window. A thank you note was sent to all teachers who participate in the 
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survey. The survey officially closed on April 20, 2014. Individual quantitative survey 
results were exported and entered into IBM SPSS 20 for analysis. Qualitative data were 
copied into NVIVO for coding. 
 Data analysis: Quantitative. Quantitative data were analyzed via descriptive 
statistical measures to identify the demographic characteristics of the group. Relational 
statistics in the form of a correlation analysis were computed to relate teacher expectation 
response item scores to parent results. These results addressed the study’s central 
research question: What is the relationship between kindergarten parents’ and teachers’ 
reading readiness expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school 
district? This data analysis took place in April 2014. Teacher’s expectations responses 
were categorized into two levels (low and high), in the same manner as the parent results. 
These categories were used in a one-way ANOVA to determine their effect on student’s 
early literacy skill performance outcomes. IBM SPSS 20 was used to calculate the 
ANOVA, in which the ‘low’ and ‘high’ subsets were the independent variable, and the 
DIBELS LNF and FSF scores were two separate dependent variables. 
 Data analysis: Qualitative. Qualitative data were analyzed using Moustakas’ 
(1994) thematic coding suggestions. This process involved an initial reading of the 
responses to extract important ideas into a brief list of basic themes to begin sorting the 
data. Recurring concepts were also recorded. Categories were added and revised upon 
subsequent repeated readings. This process was repeated several times until the 
researcher was satisfied that all significant ideas were extracted from the data. The 
researcher was also be mindful of bias, and took care to examine previously existing 
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mental models in order to refrain from excluding positions that did not match her own.  
Data was recorded in an Excel spreadsheet, and analyzed using NVivo 10 software. 
These data were analyzed separately from the quantitative data, but used to support these 
results and address the qualitative research question focusing on teachers’ views of 
current kindergarten reading readiness issues.  
 Historical data. These data were in the form of existing DIBELS (Good & 
Kaminski, 2002) beginning of year benchmark assessment scores. The DIBELS 
assessments are a compilation of grade level literacy assessments designed to measure 
various components of early literacy. Two subtests were administered at the beginning of 
Kindergarten and were analyzed for the purpose of this study. First Sound Fluency (FSF) 
is a one-minute probe that measures the number of first sounds a student can correctly 
identify in words presented orally by a test administrator. This subtest is designed to 
measure the early literacy skill of phonemic awareness. The second subtest is Letter 
Naming Fluency (LNF), in which a student is presented with a sheet of randomly 
generated upper and lower case letters, and the score represents how many letters a 
student can correctly identify in one minute. This subtest is designed to measure the 
alphabetic principle.  
 The reliability of these two subtests was examined in two different ways. First, 
alternate form reliability measures the stability of test scores when different forms of an 
assessment are compared. The alternate form reliability of the comprehensive assessment 
was determined using both individual measures and a three-form aggregate, calculated 
with the Spearman-Brown Prophecy formula. The estimate three-form reliability for the 
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FSF portion of the assessment is .93, and .95 for LNF (significant p<.001). Test-retest 
reliability was investigated on other portions of the assessment, but not the subtests 
pertinent to this study. Inter-rater reliability, which is the extent to which scores agree 
when given by multiple administrators, calculated to .98 for the FSF component, and 1.00 
for the LNF component (significant p<.001).  
 The DIBELS assessment was also examined to determine content, criterion-
related and discriminant validity. Content validity estimates how closely an instrument 
measures what it is purported to measure.  
 Criterion validity determines how accurately an assessment score can correlate to 
a predetermined criterion. Concurrent validity measures that correlation when both 
assessments are administered at roughly the same time. Predictive validity refers to the 
extent to which an assessment given at one time can predict performance on the criterion 
measure given at some time in the future. Criterion validity coefficients were calculated 
using another established instrument, The Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic 
Evaluation (GRADE). The FSF coefficient was .52, and the LNF .39. Predictive validity 
was evaluated using individual DIBELS subtests and a DIBELS composite score that is 
calculated using a mathematical formula to combine results of several subtests will be 
given at a later time. Predictive validity results for FSF and the DIBELS composite score 
was .57, and .60 for LNF, exhibiting a moderately strong correlation between the 
measures.  
 Discriminant validity is the notion that performance on an assessment should vary 
according to the performance level of the individual completing the instrument. It was 
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computed using the DIBELS composite score for Kindergarten, not the individual 
subtests. However, the effect size, calculated by Cohen’s d was 1.03, which indicates an 
acceptable discrimination between performance level groups.  
  In the targeted district, school staff, including the researcher, routinely 
administers both the LNF and FSF assessments at the beginning of the each school year. 
The data for the 2013-2014 school year were stored in the University of Oregon’s 
DIBELS data system website.  
Table 3 
Data Collection Overview 
Research Question Data Source Methodology Analysis 
What is the relationship 
between kindergarten parent 
and teacher reading readiness 
expectations in one south 
central suburban 
Pennsylvania school district? 
Parent Survey 
Teacher Survey 
Correlation 
Quantitative  
Correlation  
 
IBM SPSS 20 
What are the differences in 
kindergarten student literacy 
skills when parent 
expectations are high or low? 
Parent Survey 
DIBELS LNF & 
FSF Assessment 
Data 
Causal Comparative 
Quantitative 
One-Way 
ANOVA 
 
IBM SPSS 20 
What are the differences in 
kindergarten student literacy 
skills when teacher 
expectations are high or low?  
Teacher Survey 
DIBELS LNF & 
FSF Assessment 
Data 
Causal Comparative 
Quantitative 
 
One-Way 
ANOVA 
IBM SPSS 20 
 
What are kindergarten 
teachers’ views about 
problems concerning reading 
readiness in one south central 
Pennsylvania school district? 
 
Teacher Survey Phenomenological 
Qualitative 
 
Thematic 
Coding 
Excel 
Spreadsheet 
QSR Nvivo 10 
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Summary 
 Contemporary accountability issues require school officials to look to 
increasingly creative ways to maximize learning efficiency. The engagement of early 
family literacy is a critical component to student academic success (Bracken and Fischel, 
2008). Yet many children enter kindergarten without previously having the sufficient 
literacy skills necessary to be academically competitive (Hart & Risley, 1995). Numerous 
possibilities may contribute to this dilemma. The researcher investigated one possible 
explanation of an apparent discrepancy in expectations surrounding the concept of 
kindergarten reading readiness. Using a concurrent embedded mixed methods design 
(Creswell, 2009), quantitative information gathered from parent and teacher surveys were 
correlated to pinpoint any perception discrepancies. Parent and teacher scores were then 
each grouped into high and low expectation levels. Using a one-way ANOVA, historical 
student DIBELS (Good & Kaminski, 2002) beginning of year benchmark assessment 
scores were reviewed in conjunction with these expectation levels to evaluate their effect 
on kindergarten student early literacy skill performance. Qualitative data from parent and 
teacher surveys were coded and categorized into themes to inform the researcher about 
kindergarten teachers’ views on the problems they encounter regarding reading readiness. 
It was hoped that once any issues were identified, steps could be taken to address and 
rectify them. A potential medium for this outcome was enhanced communication 
between families and the school before traditional schooling begins. Tailoring 
information specifically to the community would support both the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the endeavor, and ideally positively affect student achievement.  
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Ethical Considerations 
 The primary consideration throughout this study was the respectful treatment of 
the participants. Additionally, the researcher made every attempt to communicate with 
stakeholders throughout the process. The first item on the agenda was informed consent 
of the adult participants. This included the parents and teachers taking part in the survey 
portion of the study. There were no ramifications or incentives connected to the decision 
to participate or decline. There were no known vulnerable participants in this group. The 
study, investigating expectations of kindergarten reading readiness, did no harm, and 
posed no ostensible risks. Care was taken to treat all participants with respect and 
sensitivity. One consideration was the inclusion of identifying information on the parent 
and teacher surveys. These data were necessary to connect individual parent and teacher 
expectation levels with the corresponding kindergarten student literacy assessment score. 
However, identities of all participants and collected information were known only onto 
the researcher. These identifiers were removed once the data sets were connected. 
Finally, while student data were analyzed for this study, kindergarten DIBELS (Good & 
Kaminski 2002) assessments were already performed on a regular basis in the school 
district, and the researcher reviewed only those existing student scores.  
 As a safeguard to this consideration, the Drexel Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
evaluated the research team’s protocol as an assurance for the safe and ethical treatment 
of the participants. Exempt status IRB approval was granted for this study on February 
28, 2014. The researcher did not collect any data prior to IRB approval. Additionally, 
both the researcher and her chair have completed the Collaborative Institutional Training 
Initiative (CITI) certification process.  
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 It was important to recognize and address potential ethical concerns before 
embarking on an endeavor of this nature, and to continue to monitor the climate of the 
study to be certain that no additional issues arose. Study participants deserve the utmost 
respect and professional treatment that a researcher has to offer. This not only contributes 
to a positive study environment, but also enhances the likelihood that participants feel 
that their contributions are valid and meaningful. In addition, it paves the way for any 
future studies that might further contribute to the research community.  
 This study was intended to provide practical information for a suburban school 
district in south central Pennsylvania that was struggling to respond effectively to 
increased academic rigor expectations. Investigating expectations surrounding 
kindergarten reading readiness through a mixed methods study provided insight to 
structuring a more efficient and productive school experience, as well as potentially 
initiated positive communication with families during this important early education 
threshold. Quantitative and qualitative data from survey instruments for both 
kindergarten teachers and their students’ families were analyzed, along with historical 
student data, to inform policy and practice to in order that future students might enter 
kindergarten with the foundational tools necessary for future academic success.  
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Chapter 4: Findings  
 This study was designed to investigate the relationship between parent and 
teacher expectations of kindergarten reading readiness and how these expectations affect 
kindergarten student early literacy performance. The concurrent embedded mixed 
methods study (Creswell, 2009) examined two main variables: parent and teacher 
expectations for school readiness and kindergarten student literacy performance 
outcomes. 
 The researcher collected both quantitative and qualitative data from closed and 
open-ended question surveys.  The surveys were completed by kindergarten teachers and 
parents. The information from the surveys was correlated with historical data gathered 
from September benchmark scores of the Letter Naming Fluency and First Sound 
Fluency portions of the DIBELS (Good & Kaminski, 2002) assessment. This assessment 
measures early literacy performance in one minute timed probes. Correlation analysis and 
a One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) guided the quantitative methodology, and a 
phenomenological approach (Moustakas, 1994) provided the qualitative coding analytical 
framework to inform results. This chapter addresses the following research questions: 
1.What is the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading readiness 
expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school district? 2. What are the 
differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when parent expectations are high or 
low? 3. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when teacher 
expectations are high or low? 4. What are kindergarten teachers’ views about problems 
concerning reading readiness in one south central Pennsylvania school district? 
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 This chapter is structured into two major sections: quantitative findings and 
qualitative findings. The quantitative findings include descriptive statistics, such as 
frequencies, means, medians and standard deviations, as well as correlation and 
inferential statistics to address the quantitative research questions. The qualitative 
analysis includes elucidating the major themes that emerged from participant open-ended 
responses, and representative quotes from each of these themes.  
 
Findings 
 
Quantitative Findings 
 Participants. The participants for the study included district kindergarten 
teachers and parents. The teachers received an email invitation that contained a hyperlink 
to a Survey Monkey questionnaire. Twelve teachers participated in the study. This 
represented 100% of the total population of teachers in the district. Eight of the teachers 
were regular education teachers, and 4 were extended day providers. The teachers had a 
mean of 17.3 years in education, with a range from three to 33 years. A mean of 10.4 of 
these years had been spent teaching kindergarten, with a range from one to 20 years. 42% 
(n = 5) of the teacher participants had multiple certifications including Curriculum and 
Reading Specialist (see Table 4). 
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Table 4 
Teacher Characteristics 
Category Characteristic and (Number of Participants) 
Population 
 
N=12    
Gender Male (0) Female (12)   
Certificates Held EL ED (10) EC (2) RS (1) CLM (1) 
Years Teaching Kindergarten 6-10 (6) 11-15 (3) 16-20 (2) 21+ (2) 
Years Teaching Total 6-10 (5) 11-15 (0) 16-20 (3) 21+ (4) 
Note. EL ED = Elementary Education; EC = Early Childhood; RS = Reading Specialist; CLM = 
Curriculum  
 
 
Kindergarten parents (N = 316) were also invited to participate in this study. 
An informational letter and invitation was distributed via student transport in March 
2014.  Parents were able to complete a paper questionnaire and return it to school with 
their child, or access the same instrument online through Survey Monkey. Ninety-
seven parents completed the paper version, and 35 utilized the Survey Monkey link, 
for a total of 132 parent participants. This represents 42% of the total population. 
Parents answered several demographic queries regarding their child. 48% (n = 62) of 
the parents responded that they have had some kindergarten experience through older 
children. 14.5% (n = 19) of parents cited no formal pre-kindergarten experience. 19% 
(n = 23) noted in-home daycare exposure. 66% (n = 81) of the parents reported that 
their child had some formal pre-school experience, either in school based daycare, 
preschool, or Head Start. In addition, existing district data were examined to determine 
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whether students were enrolled only in a regular kindergarten session, or also in an 
extended day session (see Table 5).  
Table 5 
Student Characteristics  
  
 Quantitative Instrument. The Reading Readiness Expectations Survey (RRES) 
was designed to collect similar perception data from distinct groups of parent and teacher 
participants. The researcher-developed questionnaire included 19 closed-ended response 
items (see Appendix A for parent questionnaire, and Appendix B for teacher version). 
Each item required participants to indicate the perceived value of a readiness behavior 
using a Likert scale. The scale ranged from 1, indicating the skill was extremely 
unimportant, to 6, indicating that the skill was extremely important.  These response 
items were categorized into seven readiness domains: receptive language, expressive 
language, social/emotional/attitudinal, fine motor, phonemic awareness, alphabetic skill, 
and writing concepts.  
 Reliability. The researcher conducted a pilot study in order to determine 
instrument reliability. The RRES had an overall reliability value of .934, as measured by 
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Creswell (2008) suggests a minimum alpha threshold of 
Category and (Number of Participants) 
Population N = 132    
First Child in 
Kindergarten 
Yes (62) No (67)   
Preschool 
Experience None (19) DC (23) SBD/PS/HS (81) 
Note: DC = In Home Daycare; SBD/PS/HS = School Based  
Daycare/Preschool/Head Start 
 80
.70.  Internal consistency for most domains was also positive, although two domains 
(Expressive Language and Phonemic Awareness) fell below the .70 Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha acceptability range (See Table 6 for alpha factor values).  
 
Table 6 
Reading Readiness Domain Alpha Values 
Domain α 
1. Receptive Language .743 
2. Expressive Language .592 
3. Social/Emotional/Attitudinal .780 
4. Fine Motor Skills .901 
5. Phonemic Awareness .544 
6. Alphabetic Concept Skills .761 
7. Writing Concept Skills .780 
Total Instrument .934 
  
 The pilot study and resulting factor analysis provided supporting evidence of 
robust reliability for the Reading Readiness Expectations Survey. Although the overall 
instrument reliability was very strong, separate domain factor analyses were somewhat 
less consistent. Specifically, there were two domains that fell below the .70 Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha acceptability range. Domain 2 resulted in an alpha value of .592, and 
measured expressive language expectations using two questions. One of these questions, 
#16, stated, “Use complex sentence structure, such as ‘Yesterday we went shopping, and 
I bought a toy’”. A pilot study parent response suggested that this sentence could be 
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clarified to indicate explicitly whether this refers to written or oral communication 
behavior. The researcher amended this probe to read, “Use complex sentence structure 
when speaking, such as ‘Yesterday we went shopping, and I bought a toy’”. It is also 
likely that the small sample size contributed to this low alpha. 
The second potential alpha issue was for Domain 5, which measures phonemic 
awareness. Statistical analysis for this domain resulted in an alpha value of .544. In 
calculating the factor analyses results for teachers and parents separately in this domain, 
the alpha value for the parent participants increased to .682. It is conceivable that 
although the two response items in this domain assess phonemic awareness, the 
participating teachers did not consider the items to be of equal value. It is also plausible 
that the low sample size affected the reliability results. However, since the overall 
reliability is excellent, the researcher maintained that the instrument was acceptable to 
use with its existing probes (see Appendix C for the complete Pilot Study Report). 
Instrument Description. The RRES contained 19 Likert scale survey items that 
gathered information on the perceived importance of skills that exemplify seven specific 
domains of reading readiness: receptive language, expressive language, 
social/emotional/attitudinal maturity, fine motor skills, phonemic awareness, alphabetic 
concepts and writing concepts. There were two questions each for receptive and 
expressive language, fine motor skills and phonemic awareness domains. The writing 
concept domain included three questions. There were four questions for the alphabetic 
concept and social/emotional/attitudinal domains (See Table 7 for the Domain-Question 
alignment).  
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Table 7 
Domain-Question Alignment Domain Questions 1.Receptive Language Expectations 1, 2 
2. Expressive Language 3, 16 
3. Social/Emotional/Attitudinal 5, 6, 10, 17 
4. Fine Motor Skills 7, 18 
5. Phonemic Awareness 9, 15 
6. Alphabetic Concept Skills 11, 12, 13, 19 
7. Writing Concept Skills 4, 8, 14 
 
The domains themselves did not appear on the questionnaire.  The individual skill 
indicators representing each of the reading readiness domains were presented in a random 
order. The participant rated each skill on a six point Likert scale, with 1 designating a 
skill as extremely unimportant, and 6 indicating that a skill was extremely important.  
Quantitative Data Analysis. The quantitative data collected from the RRES were 
analyzed to examine the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading 
readiness expectations, as well as the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills 
when parent and teacher expectations are high or low. Using IBS SPSS 20, descriptive 
statistics were calculated to report the mean and standard deviation for each domain. The 
program was also used to run correlation analyses and Analyses of Variance.  
 Descriptive Statistics. Twelve teachers completed the RRES, responding to 19 
closed-ended items. Each item consisted of a different reading readiness skill. The 
participants rated the degree to which each skill was important to reading development, 
using a six point Likert scale. A response of 1 signified the skill was extremely 
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unimportant, while a 6 indicated the skill was extremely important. The randomly 
presented skills were aligned to seven readiness domains. Of these domains, phonemic 
awareness skill and writing concept expectations yielded the lowest response value. 
Social/emotional/attitudinal maturity expectations generated the highest response value. 
Descriptive statistics for the teacher responses are presented in Table 8.  
Table 8 
Teacher Descriptive Statistics 
Domain Mean SD Receptive Language Expectations 4.29 1.25 Expressive Language Expectations 4.29 1.25 Social/Emotional/Attitudinal  5.00 1.15 Fine Motor Skill Expectations 4.58 1.26 Phonemic Awareness Skill Expectations 3.67 1.09 Alphabetic Concept Expectations 4.29 0.88 Writing Concept Expectations 3.67 0.72 
   Note. N = 12.  
  Parent expectations were also collected using a parent specific version of the 
RRES (see Appendix A). As stated previously, 132 parents returned surveys, although 
some parents did not respond to every item. All mean response values were 4.00 or 
higher. The lowest response values were recorded in phonemic awareness expectations 
and writing concepts expectations. The highest response value was recorded in 
social/emotional/attitudinal expectations. Parent response descriptive statistics are 
presented in Table 9.   
 
Table 9 
Parent Descriptive Statistics
DomainReceptive Language ExpectationsExpressive Language ExpectationsSocial/Emotional/Attitudinal ExpectationsFine Motor ExpectationsPhonemic Awareness ExpectationsAlphabetic Concept ExpectationsWriting Concept Expectations
 
 Comparing the response trends from the two separate descriptive statistics reveals 
that parents consistently expressed higher expectations in all but one readiness domain. 
However, this observation does not indicate a statistically significant relationship (see 
Figure 3). 
Note. RL = Receptive Language; EL = Expressive Language; SEA = 
Social/Emotional/Attitudina
Concept = AC.  
Figure 3. Parent and Teacher Mean Domain Value Comparison
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 Correlations. In order to determine whether or not there were significant 
relationships between parents’ and teachers’ value ratings of readiness behaviors, 
correlations on RRES scores were computed. Using IBM SPSS 20, the bivariate 
correlation function calculated a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient for each 
of the designated reading readiness domains.  Ravid’s (2011) suggested interpretations of 
correlation levels were utilized to determine the strength of the statistical significance 
(see Table 10). 
 
Table 10 
Interpretation of Correlation Levels 
 
 Correlation Interpretation  
 r =   
 .00 to .20  Negligible  
 .20 to .40  Low  
 .40 to .60 Moderate  
 .60 to .80  High  
 .80 to 1.00 Substantial  
Note. Adapted from “Practical Statistics for Educators” by R. Ravid, 2011, p. 120.  
Copyright 2011 by Roman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.  
   
 Results indicated that only one correlation was significant.  The relationship 
between parents’ rating of expressive language expectations and teachers’ ratings of fine 
motor expectations resulted in a correlation of .188 (p = .036). It is significant at the 0.05 
level, with a negligible positive correlation. Table 11 presents the correlation matrix 
between teachers’ and parents’ expectations. 
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Table 11 
Parent and Teacher Expectations Correlation Analysis 
 
 A bivariate correlation analysis was also performed to assess the relationship 
between kindergarten parent reading readiness expectations and student literacy 
performance outcomes. The outcomes were culled from historical student data, consisting 
of two subtests of the DIBELS (Good & Kaminski, 2002) assessment. The first subtest, 
First Sound Fluency (FSF), assesses phonemic awareness, and the second subtest, Letter 
Naming Fluency (LNF), assess alphabetic concept. There were no significant correlations 
found between these variables (see Table 12). 
                       Teacher Expectation Domains 
  Parent  
Expectation  
Domains                                       
RL EL SEA FM PA  AC WC 
RL -0.013 -0.013 0.106 0.105 0.037 0.092 0.027 
EL 0.044 0.044 0.14 0.186* 0.105 0.164 0.119 
SEA 0.026 0.026 0.088 0.114 0.098 0.14 0.085 
FM -0.05 -0.05 0.046 0.101 -0.018 0.066 0.022 
PA -0.013 -0.013 0.054 0.098 0.097 0.123 0.041 
AC -0.112 -0.112 0.034 0.075 0.019 0.098 -0.018 
WC -0.005 -0.005 0.114 0.132 0.092 0.157 0.056 
Note. RL = Receptive Language; EL = Expressive Language; SEA = 
Social/Emotional/Attitudinal; FM = Fine Motor; PA = Phonemic Awareness; AC = 
Alphabetic Concepts; WC = Writing Concepts  
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 12  
Parent Expectations and Student DIBELS Score Correlation Analysis 
 
DIBELS   Parent Expectation Domains 
 
RL EL SEA FM PA AC WC 
FSF 0.046 0.104 0.035 0.056 0.16 0.034 -0.015 
LNF -0.018 0.019 -0.038 0.009 0.172 0.096 0.041 
Note. FSF = First Sound Fluency; LNF = Letter Name Fluency; RL = Receptive 
Language; EL = Expressive Language; SEA = Social/Emotional/Attitudinal; FM = 
Fine Motor; PA = Phonemic Awareness; AC = Alphabetic Concepts; WC = Writing 
Concepts 
 
 A final bivariate correlation analysis was calculated to measure the relationship 
between teacher expectations and student literacy performance outcomes. The readiness 
domains and performance outcomes mirror those indicated in the previous analysis. 
There were several significant findings between these variables, all involving the LNF 
DIBELS student scores.  As can be seen from Table 13, significant correlations were 
found between LNF scores and Social/Emotional/Attitudinal skill expectations, LNF 
scores and Fine Motor skill expectations, LNF scores and Alphabetic Concept skill 
expectations, and LNF scores and Writing Concepts skill expectations.  
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Table 13 
Teacher Expectations and Student DIBELS Scores Correlation Analysis 
DIBELS    Teacher Expectation Domains 
 
RL EL SEA FM PA AC WC 
FSF -0.039 -0.039 -0.124 -0.092 -0.024 -0.079 -0.079 
LNF -0.149 -0.149 -0.202* -0.198* -0.121 -0.194* -0.181* 
Note. FSF = First Sound Fluency; LNF = Letter Name Fluency; RL = Receptive 
Language; EL = Expressive Language; SEA = Social/Emotional Attitudinal; FM = 
Fine Motor; PA = Phonemic Awareness; AC = Alphabetic Concepts; WC = Writing 
Concepts 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
  
 Analyses of Variance (ANOVA). In order to address the second research 
question, a One-Way Analysis of Variance was conducted to compare the effect of 
parents’ readiness expectation level on students’ FSF and LNF DIBELS scores.  
First, the sum of all domain scores was calculated in order to create a larger range of 
scores. Next, a median split was used to separate the overall expectation results into two 
groups. Scores above the median were labeled ‘high expectations’, and scores below the 
median were labeled ‘low expectations’.  Examining the descriptive statistics produced 
similar results for high and low expectations within subtests (FSF/ low parent 
expectations  = 16.13, FSF/ high parent expectations  = 17.34; LNF/ low parent 
expectations  = 22.09, LNF/ high parent expectations  = 25.51) but a higher total 
mean for LNF ( x  = 23.84) than for FSF (  = 16.75). However, the ANOVA yielded no 
significant effect at any level. Table 14 presents the complete ANOVA data.  
x x
x x
x
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Table 14 
Effect of Parent Expectation Levels on Student DIBELS Scores 
DV Source SS df MS F p 
FSF Between  42.342 1 42.342 0.246 0.621 
  Within  19449.345 113 172.118   
  Total 19491.687 114   
LNF Between  335.883 1 335.883 1.404 0.239 
  Within  27037.299 113 239.268   
  Total 27373.183 114       
 
Note. FSF = First Sound Fluency; LNF = Letter Name Fluency. 
  
 A second ANOVA was performed to measure the effect of teachers’ readiness 
expectation level on students’ FSF and LNF DIBELS scores in order to address the third 
research question. The same summation and median split procedure was used to 
categorize teacher expectations as ‘low’ or ‘high’. A visual examination of the means 
once again produced a higher total result for LNF ( =16.70) than for FSF ( = 23.88). In 
this analysis, the means within subtests yielded a larger range for teacher expectations 
(FSF/ low teacher expectations  = 15.01, FSF/ high teacher expectations  = 19.70; 
LNF/ low parent expectations  = 21.24, LNF/ high parent expectations  = 28.15).  The 
ANOVA analysis returned a significant finding between teacher expectations and student 
LNF scores, and one finding approaching significance between teacher expectations and 
FSF scores (see Table 15). 
x x
x x
x x
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Table 15 
Effect of Teacher Expectation Levels on Student DIBELS Scores 
 DV  Source SS df MS F p 
FSF Between  638.5 1 638.5 3.644 0.059 
  Within  21198.817 121 175.197   
  Total 21837.317 122   
LNF Between  1387.476 1 1387.476 6.151 0.015 
  Within  27295.694 121 225.584   
  Total 28683.171 122       
Note. FSF = First Sound Fluency; LNF = Letter Name Fluency. 
 
Qualitative Findings 
 Participants. The qualitative findings address the fourth and final study research 
question. Both quantitative and qualitative queries were included on the RRES study 
instrument, so all study participants were invited to respond to the holistic study without 
explicitly defining the quantitative and qualitative portions. Therefore, the invitation 
process was exactly the same as previously indicated for the quantitative portion of the 
study. 100% (n = 12) of the kindergarten teachers, and 15% (n = 20) of the parent 
participants responded to the open ended items. 
 Qualitative Instrument. The Reading Readiness Expectations Survey (RRES) 
was designed to collect similar quantitative and qualitative perception data from distinct 
parent and teacher participants. The researcher-developed questionnaire included 19 
 91
quantitative response items. The parent version of the RRES contained one open-ended 
response opportunity, and the teacher version had two open-ended probes.  
On the parent survey, a comment box requested any additional information 
parents wished to share on the topic of reading readiness. The teacher version included 
two open-ended questions: “1. What is your biggest challenge regarding reading 
readiness development?” and “2. What is one thing that can be done to improve reading 
readiness?” The RRES parent version of the study instrument can be found in Appendix 
A, and the teacher version in Appendix B.  
 Data Analysis. In accordance with the Epoche procedure suggested by 
Moustakas (1994), the qualitative analysis began with the researcher intentionally 
examining existing cognitive frameworks. This reflection helped to identify where bias 
already occurred, so that it could be suspended for analytical purposes. The most obvious 
example is the professional stance as a reading specialist, but also included personal 
parenting experience. In this bracketing process, the researcher acknowledged the 
paradigm that parents should prepare their children for kindergarten by providing 
substantial early literacy opportunities in the home. The researcher also identified the bias 
that a quality preschool offers a structured learning environment that can help to ease a 
student’s transition into formal schooling. Setting aside these notions allowed the 
researcher to approach the qualitative responses from both parents and teachers with a 
more open mind and balanced position.  
 The qualitative responses were imported into QSR Nvivo 10 qualitative analytical 
software. Initial themes (called nodes in Nvivo 10) were developed upon preliminary 
scans of the data. These categories were refined during subsequent readings. The data 
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were scrutinized and coded multiple times during and following the data collection 
window.  
 Coding Analysis. The RRES posed three distinct questions on the topic of 
kindergarten reading readiness expectations, but common themes became readily 
apparent across participant groups and queries. Therefore, the researcher combined the 
responses and analyzed them collectively. Ten major themes emerged from the data: 
academic content, academic rigor, accountability, home literacy behavior, parent 
awareness, preschool experience, readiness development, readiness gap, ancillary factors, 
and student behavior. Academic content was defined as concern for the subject matter 
that was presented as part of kindergarten reading readiness. One parent responded that 
reading readiness could be improved by adding “readings that would help the child to 
distinguish between things that could be safe or unsafe. How to respond to a all call or an 
emergency situation”.  
 Academic rigor was defined as the curricular demands placed on teachers and 
students that contribute to expectation levels. One parent commented, “In today’s 
educational world, kindergarten is no longer the place to learn appropriate social behavior 
and be exposed to letters and numbers. Reading readiness skills have to/should be learned 
prior to kindergarten, of course, this falls on the parent. Sadly there are many parents who 
do not understand the importance of these skills prior to the start of kindergarten”. Many 
teachers contributed comments in this theme, also. One responded, “Socially and 
emotionally, [kindergarten students] are not ready for the rigor of Common Core”. 
Another teacher stated, “We have very high expectations of our students. I say we 
because although I have high expectations, part of what form my expectations are what 
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the district, the administrators, and especially the state say I should expect”.  
 Accountability was defined as the concept of who is responsible for developing a 
student’s reading readiness. One parent contributed, “I just really feel that the job of 
reading readiness should not fall totally on teachers. Parents have their part too. I think it 
should be a balance between parents and teachers and the student”. Another parent 
responded, “The less parents spend time or resources preparing their child to read the 
more that burden falls on the education system”. Only one teacher provided a response 
that fell into this category, and she wrote, “Kindergarten (in PA) is not mandatory which 
means that students with attendance issues cannot be forced to attend. However, teachers 
are still held accountable for that student”.  Ancillary behavior was defined as the ‘soft’ 
behaviors or environmental factors that might contribute to readiness development. This 
theme contained many comments about motivation to learn, such as this parent response, 
“We are thankful for her love of learning”. Another parent made a list of important 
readiness factors that included “adequate sleep, nutrition, exercise, loving 
family/atmosphere & community”.  
 Home literacy behavior was defined as the reading readiness activities or routines 
that are practiced in the home environment. One parent stated, “As a teacher myself, I 
recognize the importance the family plays in helping children learn to read. Exposing 
children to a variety of reading readiness activities can be very helpful in their 
development as readers”. Another parent commented, “Just simply reading with your 
child and exposing them to all different types of texts will be beneficial. In addition, 
talking to your child about the books - letters words, sentences, the sequence, etc. is great 
as well. Exposure is the key”. An additional parent response observed, “Neither of my 
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children began kindergarten being able to read...but they did start school with a love of 
books and were eager to read. I think taking your children to the public library regularly 
and reading aloud to them at bedtime should be a ‘reading readiness’ requirement for 
parents sending their children to kindergarten”.  There were only two teacher responses in 
this category. The first stated, “I guess the biggest challenge is students who have not had 
much exposure to books, numbers, being read to, etc. We move quickly through the 
kindergarten skills and these kids start out so far behind”. The second teacher responded, 
“...many of the students are coming to school not ready because little time is spent at 
home conversing and handling books, pencils and crayons. There is a big discrepancy 
between the haves and the have nots”.  
 Parent awareness was defined as an understanding of current kindergarten 
curricular expectations. One parent expressed, “I answered this based on what it seemed 
like the school wanted my child to know before entering or pretty quickly thereafter”. A 
second parent, commenting on the readiness behaviors in the first part of the 
questionnaire responded,  “Most 5 year olds will not know any of these and you cannot 
expect them too”. A teacher wrote, “ Parents are not often aware of how ‘academic’ 
kindergarten has become and assume that their child will be held back if he or she 
struggles that year”.  
 Preschool experience was defined as student involvement in a structured 
educational setting before kindergarten, or an expressed need for such. One parent 
“wish[ed] that there were more low-cost early intervention/preschool programs”. Several 
teachers wrote about this topic. One advocated for “better communication and 
relationship with daycares and preschools”. Another suggested, “We need to provide all 
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children with the opportunity to attend Pre-K classes. This way students would have an 
opportunity to understand the basics of being a student. It would also be helpful for 
students to have a standards based preschool so that a foundation was being created for 
kindergarten”. A third stated, “I feel that many families need to have more information in 
order to get connected with quality preschools”.  
 Readiness development was defined as the pre-literacy skill acquisition 
continuum through which children progress on the path to reading. All parents who 
contributed to this theme mentioned development differences between their children. One 
parent commented, “We have 4 children and they all learn differently. I don’t think one 
cookie cutter approach should be...use[d] with a multitude of different and unique 
children”. Another echoed that sentiment, stating, “I have another child who just turned 4 
and see a big difference from [my daughter]. He is behind in almost every skill and 
behavior including reading readiness”. A third expressed, “ [This student] is our fourth 
child to enter kindergarten. Each child has been very different in their abilities when 
entering school”. Teachers also wrote about discrepancies in developmental readiness. 
One shared, “Many of the concepts children need to be able to accomplish can be 
concepts that the children are not ready to do. For example, I have a student that can tell 
me all the letter names and sounds. This student can also correctly identify and read all 
the high frequency words on our word wall. However, when this student goes to apply all 
those skills in writing, there is no application of the things that have been ‘memorized’. I 
believe this is a bright student, but not ready ‘developmentally’ for all the expectations of 
kindergarten”.  
 A related theme is the readiness gap, which was defined as specifically 
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identifying the discrepancy of readiness skills in kindergarten students. This theme was 
largely filled with teacher concerns. One teacher cited “...an insane gap in academic 
readiness that makes differentiation nearly impossible in a ½ day program”. Another 
simply stated her most significant obstacle as “children coming to kindergarten not 
knowing the basics”. Another teacher lamented about “the great diversity of learners 
when entering kindergarten. Some come in reading and writing. Some do not know the 
difference between a letter and a number”. A colleague echoed, “The biggest challenge 
that I encounter in the reading readiness of my kindergartners is their lack of readiness in 
general for the school experience”.  
 Student behavior was defined as nonacademic skills that might be attributed to 
readiness development. These responses were solely attributed to teachers. One wrote, 
“My biggest challenge is my students being able to sit and focus on one thing without 
being distracted”. A second teacher observed that “Many students are not prepared to sit 
and listen and follow multiple step directions”. A third replied, “Behaviors are another 
distraction. Many students cannot sit or listen to a story let alone begin comprehending 
the needed skills to be a good reader”. Still another recorded, “Many children start out the 
year, and then even continue throughout the year to have difficulty attending to 
instruction and following directions. The only way that an effective reading program can 
be carried out in kindergarten is when the children are ready to be learners”.  
 Of these ten themes, parent awareness presented most frequently, occurring in 12 
responses. Academic content appeared least often, at 3 times. A full frequency analysis of 
the major themes is presented in Table 16.  
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Table 16 
Qualitative Theme Frequency Analysis 
Emergent Theme Frequency (Sources Coded) Number of Words 
Academic Content 3 113 
Academic Rigor 9 259 
Accountability 10 461 
Ancillary Factors 6 225 
Home Literacy Behavior 11 424 
Parent Awareness 12 376 
Preschool Experience 6 226 
Readiness Development 6 240 
Readiness Gap 8 259 
Student Behavior 8 319 
 
 
 
Summary  
 This concurrent embedded mixed methods study (Creswell, 2009) was designed 
to examine the relationship between parent and teacher expectations of kindergarten 
reading readiness and how these expectations affect kindergarten student early literacy 
performance.  
Quantitative and qualitative survey data, along with student literacy performance 
outcome historical data were analyzed to address the study research questions. 
Quantitatively, descriptive statistics revealed that teachers and parents perceived 
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Social/Emotional/Attitudinal readiness skills to be most important, while Phonemic 
Awareness and Writing skill concepts had the least value.  
 The correlation analysis found only one significant result in the relationship 
between parent and teacher expectations in the domains of Parent Expressive Language 
expectations and teacher Fine Motor expectations.  There were no significant correlations 
between parent expectations and student DIBELS scores. However, there were several 
weak, but significant findings between teacher expectations and student DIBELS scores. 
These negative correlations occurred between the Social/Emotional/Attitudinal, 
Alphabetic Concept, Fine Motor and Writing Concepts domains and the LNF DIBELS 
subtest.  
 A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) showed that parent readiness 
expectation level had no effect on student DIBELS scores. A second ANOVA found that 
teacher expectations did have a significant effect on student LNF DIBELS scores. These 
expectations had an effect approaching significance on FSF DIBELS scores.  
 A phenomenological approach (Moustakas, 1994) guided the qualitative analysis 
process. Following the bracketing process, the researcher utilized thematic coding to 
categorize the data into ten overarching themes. The most frequent responses occurred in 
the parent awareness, home literacy behavior, and accountability themes.  
 The triangulation of data using both quantitative and qualitative responses, as well 
as parent, teacher and student participants, provided evidence from multiple sources to 
comprehensively address the research questions. These data and findings will be 
interpreted in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: Interpretations, Conclusions and Recommendations  
 This concurrent embedded mixed methods study (Creswell, 2009) quantitatively 
examined the relationship between parent and teacher expectations of kindergarten 
reading readiness and how these expectations affected kindergarten student early literacy 
performance. Qualitatively, it explored the essence of reading readiness perceptions. Data 
from a researcher-developed survey instrument gathered both quantitative and qualitative 
data from kindergarten teachers and parents. Student historical data in the form of Letter 
Naming Fluency and First Sound Fluency September benchmark scores from the 
DIBELS (Good & Kaminski, 2002) assessment provided literacy performance outcomes 
that were used to conduct ANOVA and correlation analyses. Qualitative data were coded 
using a phenomenological approach (Moustakas, 1994).   
 The results supplied evidence to address the following research questions: 1.What 
is the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading readiness 
expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school district? 2. What are the 
differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when parent expectations are high or 
low? 3. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when teacher 
expectations are high or low? 4. What are kindergarten teachers’ views about problems 
concerning reading readiness in one south central Pennsylvania school district? These 
questions were derived from the following hypotheses: 
 1. Parent and teacher expectations of kindergarten reading readiness do not significantly 
relate.  
2. Higher expectations will result in higher student skill performance levels.  
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 This chapter will interpret these results, draw conclusions, and offer 
recommendations for actionable solutions and future research.  
Interpretations 
Quantitative Analysis  
 The study’s first research question examined the relationship between 
kindergarten parent and teacher reading readiness expectations in one south central 
suburban Pennsylvania school district. The researcher hypothesized that there would be 
no correlation between the expectation levels of these participant groups. Analytical 
results largely supported this hypothesis. There were some similarities in the findings. 
Both teachers and parents valued Phonemic Awareness skills as least important in 
reading readiness development. Similar research explains this outcome, but also cautions 
its existence. Evans and Shaw (2008) linked these skills to reading development; leading 
indicators that Foley et al. (2008) suggest can be early signals of an impending trend. 
However, parents may discount these skills because they do not involve concretely 
decoding or comprehending print. In this case, the main thrust of the kindergarten 
curriculum is letter identification and alphabetic sound correspondence, so it is possible 
that teachers also overlook phonemic awareness as a lesser priority.  
 Parents and teachers both valued Social/Emotional/Attitudinal skills as most 
important to reading readiness development. As this domain includes behaviors that 
support motivational factors such as classroom conduct and an eagerness to learn, it is 
likely that participants felt as though these conditions make it easier to meet academic 
concerns. The qualitative data from domains seem to support this, suggesting that a 
positive attitude toward learning is more indicative of readiness than decoding or 
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recoding words. This predilection regarding reading can ripen the student’s readiness to 
learn so that academic content is received enthusiastically and without resistance. This is 
documented across domain in the literature, from longitudinal evidence of a positive 
correlation between executive function and vocabulary development Sektnan et al., 2010) 
to shared reading (Roberts et al., 2005). As many home literacy activities that promote 
this positive stance center around shared reading activities (Evans & Shaw, 2008), the 
predictive qualities of this experience is further supported (Sparks & Reese, 2013). 
Furthermore, the conceptual framework of the current study is built on a theoretical 
foundation that recognizes the social contextual influence on learning (Bronfenbrenner & 
Ceci, 1994; Gredler, 2009).  In the researcher’s review of the literature, home literacy 
environment core behaviors that dealt merely with alphabetic and code related responses 
could be found (Senechal & Lefevre, 2002) but most broadened to acknowledge 
secondary factors that play a critical role in this development (Brandt, 2001; Snow et al., 
1998).   
 Overall, parent expectations trended higher than teacher expectations in six out of 
seven readiness domains. Mean values for the seventh domain, Fine Motor skills, were 
the same for both parent and teacher expectations. However, subsequent correlation 
analysis indicated only one negligible positive correlation with statistical significance 
between parent expressive language expectations, and teacher fine motor expectations. 
This finding was unexpected as these two skill sets have little association with each other. 
Otherwise, the hypothesis anticipating that parent and teacher expectations of 
kindergarten reading readiness do not significantly relate was supported.  
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 Furthermore, no significant correlation was found between parent expectations 
and student performance. This conflicts with dominant literature that suggests that these 
expectations do correlate with performance level (Hinnant et al., 2009; Jeynes, 2010). 
There are several possibilities that could potentially explain the current study findings. 
First, it is conceivable that the parents’ expectations are not aligned enough with early 
literacy skill domains to have an impact on student performance scores. The responses 
were based only on a perception scale, and not connected to measurable actions. 
Numerous responses from the qualitative data substantiate this possibility. Some parents 
felt that the current academic expectations were too rigorous, and that parents were not 
properly equipped to prepare students. Others reported that kindergarten expectations 
were not clearly communicated by the district. These responses suggest that parents 
might not have had a clear understanding of current academic expectations. Next, it 
should be considered that mediating variables such as ethnicity and SES were not 
collected from participants in this study. The study protocol required parents to supply 
their name so that their responses could be associated with individual student data. The 
researcher felt that also collecting sensitive information such as SES would be too 
intrusive given the parameters of the study. Controlling for these variables could have 
altered results for some response groups. Furthermore, as the data collection window of 
the study was one brief window of time, investigating longitudinal data would be helpful 
in more accurately understanding this complicated relationship.  
 It is also meaningful that recent research provides corroborating support for the 
lack of findings between home variables and literacy success. Baroody and Diamond’s 
2012 study found no correlation between the home literacy environment and code-related 
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emergent literacy skills.  It conveys the notion that the nuances between specific 
readiness elements, such as parent expectation levels and particular emergent literacy 
skills, are still not fully interpreted.  
 It is interesting to note that while parents had higher expectations than teachers in 
most domains, no correlation was found between parent expectations and student 
performance. This raises the possibility that parent expectations may not be realistic. The 
qualitative data supports this conclusion in that parent awareness was the most frequently 
cited topic in the open-ended responses. Teachers pointed to this issue as being a top 
obstacle to developing reading readiness, and parents themselves either raised concern, or 
commented to illustrate a tangible lack of realistic expectations, as demonstrated by the 
parent who stated, “Most 5 year olds will not know any of these and you cannot expect 
them too”. It is also possible that parents might feel little to no responsibility to contribute 
to the development of these skills.  This sense of accountability also appeared as one of 
the most frequently cited subjects in the qualitative findings. Parents and teachers largely 
agreed that readiness development should begin before the start of kindergarten, and 
some parents indicated an obligation to prepare students emotionally and academically 
for school success. These two parties also seemed to be in consensus that not all parents 
feel this responsibility. Some even ventured to speculate that this discrepancy contributes 
to a readiness gap.  
 There were three negligible significant findings between teacher expectations and 
student performance outcomes. However, these results were surprising in that they 
reported a negative correlation between the readiness domains of 
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Social/Emotional/Attitudinal, Fine Motor Alphabetic Concepts, and Writing Concepts 
skills and the LNF DIBELS subtest.  
 These results suggest a more intricate interplay of variables. There are several 
plausible explanations for these findings. Although Ready and Wright (2011) found a 
link between teacher expectations and academic success, they also discovered that 
teacher bias could significantly influence the nature of this relationship. While SES and 
ethnicity data were not gathered from study participants, demographic information from 
the district as a whole indicated the percentage of non-white students existed at a level 
reaching 23% (see Table 1) in one elementary building. It could be argued that teacher 
bias affected current study results.  
Furthermore, the research by Hinnant et al. (2009) views this link between teacher 
expectations and student performance as a ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ whereas the student 
– teacher relationship continues throughout the year in either a positive or negative 
feedback loop. This raises the possibility that it is meaningful that the current study 
student performance data were collected at the beginning of the school year, and teacher 
expectation data were gathered were gathered well after the mid-way point. Taken 
together, these results suggest that teacher expectations might change over time and 
indicates a need for further, longitudinal research.  
 The second and third research questions addressed the effect that expectation 
levels exerted on student literacy outcomes. The ANOVA indicated that there were no 
differences in children’s literacy scores depending on whether the parents’ expectations 
were high or low. This result contradicts the researcher’s hypothesis that high 
 105
expectations would result in higher student performance. While this finding is surprising, 
there are several tenable scenarios that could explain them. It is conceivable that parent 
expectations are not reasonably aligned to current PA Core parameters. This may cause 
parents to perceive that they hold high standards when in reality they do not. Research 
supports this dichotomy in that Wildenger and McIntyre (2011) reported that a majority 
of families do not have concerns about the transition to kindergarten, which is divergent 
from evidence that almost half of kindergarten students struggle during this process 
(Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). This perception can transcend pre-school experience 
levels because families that lack this involvement may be merely unaware of expectation 
levels, whereas families who have participated in formal programs may feel comfortable 
with current standards, but not realize that they are evolving and becoming more 
rigorous.  Martini and Senechal’s (2012) findings, seemingly contradictory at first, 
actually substantiate this claim in that although they found a correlation between 
expectations and skill levels, parents perceived that they held high expectations for their 
students, but the skill levels did not accurately reflect new PA Core curriculum. 
Additionally, previous research indicated that while teachers were comfortable 
with formal pre-kindergarten program efficacy, parents expressed concern about 
increasing academic demands (Hatcher et al., 2012). Teachers in the target district do not 
have a consistent preschool program on which to depend, and many indicated the need 
for more access to such. Qualitative evidence from this study suggests that both teachers 
and parents are now concerned about higher academic standards.  
 These findings may also demonstrate that parents are evaluating readiness 
on factors beyond the cognitive domain.  This conclusion is supported by the quantitative 
 106
data in that social, emotional, and attitudinal factors were rated as the most important out 
of all seven assessed domains by both parent and teacher participant groups. Qualitative 
data also indicated that student behavior and ancillary factors play a major role in 
kindergarten reading readiness development. Parents commented mostly on areas such as 
an eagerness to learn and motivational components of this domain. However, teachers 
also indicated other behaviors such as following directions and task completion 
components. Although these behaviors can all contribute to reading readiness, these 
aspects may develop independently and at different rates than the cognitive domain.  
 Examining the effect of teacher expectations on student performance addressed 
the third research question and produced contrasting results. Teacher expectations were 
found to have a significant effect on student performance when measured by the LNF 
DIBELS subtest. The ANOVA results measuring the teacher expectation effect on FSF 
DIBELS scores approached significance. These findings supported the hypothesis that 
high expectations would result in higher student performance.  This aligns with dominant 
research that high expectations are strongly associated with student achievement 
(Bodovski & Farkas, 2008; Hinnant et al., 2009). The indication that the LNF effects 
presented suggests that students have had previous structured exposure to academic 
content and are responding to instruction in the alphabetic concept. It is possible that 
teachers are focused on the alphabetic principal because it is the core priority of their 
curriculum. As readiness skills develop along a continuum (Biemiller, 2000; Evans & 
Shaw, 2008), it could be that students who come to kindergarten without sufficient 
underlying emergency literacy skills cannot keep up with rigorous pacing demands 
because precursors such as oral language and phonemic awareness are not developed. 
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This situation suggests a need for more formal and consistent pre-kindergarten 
programming as well as explicit communication regarding the importance of non-print 
emergent literacy skill development.  
Qualitative Analysis  
 The qualitative portion of the study addressed the final research question 
investigating kindergarten teachers’ views about problems concerning reading readiness. 
Parent perceptions regarding readiness were also incorporated to explore the full essence 
of the topic. The data allowed participant voices to support and embellish the quantitative 
feedback.  
 The data were eventually categorized into ten themes. The responses universally 
recognized the importance of developing readiness skills before kindergarten entry. 
However, the extent and realistic application of parent accountability deviated among 
participants. Some parents seemed unaware that the surveyed behaviors were 
kindergarten appropriate. Other parents assumed personal responsibility, but conceded 
that not all parents were likely to do so.  Teachers were most likely to articulate concerns 
regarding the readiness gap among entering students. Many of these comments were 
connected to increased academic rigor attributed to the new PA Core standard 
expectations. Research has found that while teachers are obligated to fulfill school and 
policy mandates, they may continue to hold personal conflicting beliefs (Brown, 2010; 
Ready & Wright, 2011). Teachers who do not consider the new standards to be attainable 
might not put forth maximum effort in attempting to achieve them.  
  Some parents emphasized the developmental learning differences in each of their 
children. Responses that referred to literacy activities in the home tended to focus merely 
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on tangible academic experiences, but secondary influencing factors such as a positive 
atmosphere, and adequate sleep were also mentioned. These results are similar in nature 
to previous research that has broadened from a completely instructional perspective to 
one that also includes ancillary elements (DeBruin-Parecki, 2009; Hood, Conlon, & 
Andrews, 2008; Hatcher et al., 2012; Hume, Lonigan, & McQueen, 2012; Senechal & 
Lefevre, 2002; Sparks & Reese, 2013).  
 Both parents and teachers favored increased access to a formal preschool 
experience. While parents advocated for more affordable options, teachers extended the 
perception to include enhanced communication with existing entities. Taken together, 
these findings support previous research that since emergent literacy skills need to be 
developed well before kindergarten entry (Schmitt et al., 2011), parents and schools both 
have responsibilities to support readiness (Cinisomo et al., 2008).  
Conclusions 
 The results of this study indicated that kindergarten parent reading readiness 
expectations ranked consistently higher than that of teacher expectations in this district. 
However, only one significant relationship between these expectations was discovered 
between parent expressive language skill expectations and teacher fine motor skill 
expectations. While no correlations existed between parent expectation levels and student 
literacy performance outcomes, several surprising negative correlations presented 
between teacher expectations and student performance. These findings occurred between 
the Social/Emotional/Attitudinal, Fine Motor Alphabetic Concepts, and Writing Concepts 
skill domains and the LNF DIBELS subtest. ANOVA results revealed that teacher 
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expectations had a significant effect on student achievement, but parent expectations did 
not.  
 One major conclusion from this study is that parents and teachers have different 
reading readiness expectations for kindergarten students. Teachers rely on parents to 
build foundational readiness, and parents depend on teachers to produce academically 
successful students.  Therefore, when these beliefs diverge, it is possible that teachers do 
not value the expectations that parents hold at home, and parents who have disparate 
expectations might have children who have difficulty at school.  This dichotomy has 
formidable ramifications for students who are confronted by two unrelated sets of 
expectations. In this study, parents reported to have higher expectation values for overall 
reading readiness development than teachers, but they did not have an effect on student 
achievement.  
 Another important outcome from this study is that teacher expectations seem to 
have a greater influence on student literacy performance than parent expectations.  The 
nature of this influence is unclear from the parameters of this study, given that some 
results presented as inverse relationships, and others surfaced only under certain 
conditions. These interactions could be the result of a more accurate alignment between 
teacher and school related expectations with the study instrument and DIBELS LNF 
assessment. The fact that both parents and teachers valued phonemic awareness among 
the least important skills in all of the readiness domains could denote an alphabetic 
concept curriculum emphasis in skill development priority by both participant groups. 
This, in combination with the result that significant findings were only generated in 
relation to the LNF subtest, could indicate that students were responding to previous 
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instruction in the alphabetic concept. Given that the LNF and FSF subtests themselves are 
highly correlated, the absence of significant results for the FSF assessment could signify 
a deficit in the development of these skills.  
 A central issue of overarching policy mandates emerges when parent and teacher 
expectations are considered together. Although responding to these mandates creates 
artificially imposed expectation perceptions, as indicated in the qualitative data, 
responding to increased academic rigor could benefit students by improving skill sets and 
potential learning outcomes.  
 The final conclusion addresses the final research question that investigated the 
problems surrounding kindergarten reading readiness development. The data indicates 
that there is an expressed need for district involvement with families well before 
kindergarten entry. Parents have inconsistent perceptions as to their responsibilities in 
developing literacy skills, as well as appropriate activities to do so.  
Recommended Actionable Solutions 
 The findings of this study showed that that there was no correlation between 
parent and teacher expectations of kindergarten reading readiness. The study also 
revealed that teacher expectations had a greater influence on student literacy performance 
than parent expectations. This suggests that parent expectations are not aligned with 
current academic curricular demands. While some parents recognized the need for shared 
accountability of readiness development, others acknowledged that not all parents 
actually follow through with this preparation. Given the dominant research linking 
expectations and student success (Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Yanamoto & Holloway, 
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2010), the high level of reported parent expectations combined with the lack of 
correlation/effect between these expectations and performance suggest that there is a 
misalignment somewhere in this relationship. The confirming findings that high teacher 
expectations result in increased LNF scores indicates that the discord seems to lie within 
the nature of the parent expectations.  It is possible that they are not realistic or reflective 
of increasing academic rigor in light of the PA Core standards. It could also be that some 
parents do not have the ability or resources to effectively develop their child’s emergent 
literacy skills.  
 The school district may take several tangible steps to address this variance. First, 
the district could invest in prekindergarten educational programming to provide emergent 
literacy training to district preschoolers and their families. Parent and teacher response 
data in this study support the need for affordable, standards-based preschool options in 
the area. This recommendation might be met with trepidation given current economic 
conditions, but the strong body of evidence linking emergent literacy development with 
academic success (Hart & Risley, 1995; Schmitt et al., 2011; Strickland & Riley-Ayers, 
2006; Snow et al., 1998; Weigel et al., 2006) suggests that this investment could very 
well offset future remediation or special education costs. Alternatively, the district could 
also develop emergent literacy educational opportunities for district families with infants 
and toddlers. These sessions could be advertised through local media outlets and 
community gathering points such as grocery stores and churches. District kindergarten 
teachers and reading specialists could facilitate the sessions as well as create curricular 
materials. Existing programs such as Geoffrey Canada’s Harlem Children Zone (Tough, 
2009) offer exemplars on how to provide either service.  
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 An additional recommendation would be to enhance communication with 
established preschool programs in the area, so that PA Core curriculum delivery is better 
streamlined between these entities, especially in the area of pre-K standards. Qualitative 
study data also support the development of this concept. Although district resources are 
admittedly stretched thin, current administrative staff structure could allow for an 
ongoing dialogue to be maintained for this purpose. This recommendation could help the 
preschools improve their curriculum and impact student readiness with little overhead 
cost to the district. A more effective preschool and more thoroughly prepared students is 
a win-win situation for both parties.  
 Each of the previous recommendations addresses the readiness situation before 
formal district responsibility begins. Although the district could reasonably argue that 
they are not accountable for a student prior to kindergarten entry, research reveals that 
reading readiness skills emerge well before this, even earlier than previously thought 
(Schmitt et al., 2011). Failing to acknowledge this window misses valuable opportunities 
to optimize student development.  
 A final recommendation would be to scrutinize the current English/Language Arts 
kindergarten curriculum. A surprising finding in this study was the negative correlation 
between teacher expectations and LNF DIBELS scores. Recently, the district curriculum 
was modified to address the enhanced rigor of the PA Core standards. The Letter 
identification/phonics portion of the curriculum was compacted from a full year focus to 
being presented in the first four months of the kindergarten program. Supplementary 
decoding, word family and word reading strategies were added to the second half of the 
curriculum content. Although this approach was intended to increase student reading 
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achievement, it is possible that the pacing does not allow sufficient time for foundational 
skills to be developed. Further research in this area is warranted.  
 The large majority of these recommendations call for a systemic solution to 
address the reading readiness discrepancy problem. This comprehensive approach 
dovetails with the constructivist view of the theoretical framework in that an expansive 
view of the ancillary factors of reading readiness, such as environmental and social 
influences, are considered. Several solutions might be offered in tandem with one another 
in order to meet the diverse needs of the district’s community.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
 As external academic demands rise, the relationship between expectations and 
performance becomes even more critical to student success. There are ample 
opportunities to enhance understanding in this area with further research.  
 The current study used only one data collection point for all participants. An 
unexpected, negative correlation between teacher expectations and student performance 
suggests that the asynchronous collection might indicate a change in the relationship over 
time, and warrants additional, longitudinal research. This research could investigate a 
class of students during one year with the same teacher, as well as over a longer period of 
time as they travel through different grade levels.  
 Also, the researcher identified a gap in the research regarding students with no 
formal preschool experience. The current study included this population, but did not 
report on the disaggregated data. Given the significant findings in the relationship 
between teacher expectations and student performance, a recommendation for future 
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research would be to investigate whether and to what extent demographic indicators 
impact this relationship. Possible topics could include examining the interaction between 
gender, preschool experience and expectation levels with student literacy measures.  
 Finally, as PA Core standards focus more on problem solving, critical thinking, 
and cross curricular integration, investigating the relationship between reading readiness 
development and other content areas, such as math, becomes an integral concern in 
academic growth.  
Summary 
 This concurrent embedded mixed methods study sought to answer research 
questions investigating the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading 
readiness expectations and student literacy performance outcomes. The study also 
examined the nature of the problems currently impeding reading readiness development.  
 Quantitative and qualitative data were gathered in a survey format, and analyzed 
along with student historical data to inform the study. Findings indicated that there was 
no statistically significant relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher readiness 
expectations. Furthermore, parent expectations did not correlate with student literacy 
performance outcomes. Parent expectation levels also had no effect on student 
performance. Teacher expectations, however, did have a surprising inverse relationship 
with DIBELS LNF scores in the Social/Emotional/Attitudinal, Fine Motor, Alphabetic 
Concepts, and Writing Concepts domains.  Teacher expectation levels also had an effect 
on DIBELS LNF scores. The prevalent motif in the qualitative responses centered on the 
importance of developing readiness. Another prevailing theme was the topic of 
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accountability, and where the balance of responsibility lies when developing this 
readiness.  
 Several recommendations were made as a result of these findings. A 
comprehensive thread of beginning district involvement with families before 
kindergarten entry was pervasive throughout several of the recommendations. Options to 
implement this involvement included prekindergarten programming, emergent literacy 
skill development educational opportunities, and enhanced communication with 
established area preschools. A final recommendation was to evaluate the efficacy of the 
existing kindergarten curriculum and pacing guidelines.  
 As research continues to elucidate the intricacies of reading readiness 
development, new paradigms and approaches must evolve to address them. Although 
traditional K-12 schooling was once considered adequate to prepare students for the 
workforce, this is no longer the case. Knowledge about the early timeline of language 
development and leading indicators of readiness must combine with understanding the 
evolving skill sets necessary to compete in a global marketplace. Providing students and 
families access to quality resources at a developmentally appropriate time, regardless of 
traditional accountability boundaries, is a progressive approach to a persistent problem. 
Contributing to the academic success of a child transcends even more boundaries, and is 
an endeavor well worth investigating.  
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Appendix A: Kindergarten Readiness Parent Questionnaire 
 
Section I. Readiness Skills On a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being extremely unimportant, and 6 being 
extremely important, how important is it for a child to be able to do each of the following skills before starting kindergarten? For each item, please circle the number that most closely reflects your opinion.  
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 Follow directions 1 2 3 4 5 6 Understand and talk about a story that is read aloud 1 2 3 4 5 6 Communicate needs and wants in first language 1 2 3 4 5 6 Write first name  1 2 3 4 5 6 Sit to pay attention 1 2 3 4 5 6 Cooperate with other children 1 2 3 4 5 6 Use pencils or paint brushes 1 2 3 4 5 6 Apply print conventions (for example: use upper and lower case letters when writing, put spaces between words, use a period 1 2 3 4 5 6 Produce rhyming words 1 2 3 4 5 6 Manage own behavior (classroom behavior or conduct) 1 2 3 4 5 6 Recognize own name in print 1 2 3 4 5 6 Know most of the letters of the 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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alphabet Read words 1 2 3 4 5 6 Demonstrate early writing behaviors (for example: write  ‘d’ for the word dog, ‘r’ for the word ‘are’ or ‘wuz’ for the word ‘was’)  1 2 3 4 5 6 Identify the first sounds in words 1 2 3 4 5 6 Use complex sentence structure when speaking, such as, “Yesterday we went shopping and I bought a toy”. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Be eager to learn 1 2 3 4 5 6 Use scissors 1 2 3 4 5 6 Know that text moves from left to right, and that words are separated by spaces 1 2 3 4 5 6  Continued on other side  
Section II. About You Please complete the section below to inform the study. This will remain strictly confidential and be known ONLY to the researcher.   1. Does your child have any pre-kindergarten experience? (Please Circle All that Apply)   In home daycare School based daycare Preschool Head Start   2. Is this the first child you have ever had in kindergarten? (Please Circle One)   Yes No 3. Please provide your child’s name: _____________________________________________ 
 4. Do you have anything else that you would like to add about reading readiness? 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
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Appendix B: Kindergarten Readiness Teacher Questionnaire  
Section I. Readiness Skills On a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being extremely unimportant, and 6 being 
extremely important, how important is each of the following skills in indicating whether a child is ready for kindergarten? For each item, please circle the number that most closely reflects your opinion. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 Follow directions 1 2 3 4 5 6 Understand and interpret a story that is read aloud 1 2 3 4 5 6 Communicate needs and wants in primary language 1 2 3 4 5 6 Write first name  1 2 3 4 5 6 Sit to pay attention 1 2 3 4 5 6 Cooperate with other children 1 2 3 4 5 6 Use pencils or paint brushes 1 2 3 4 5 6 Apply print conventions (for example: use upper and lower case letters when writing, put spaces between words, use a period) 1 2 3 4 5 6 Produce rhyming words 1 2 3 4 5 6 Manage own behavior (classroom behavior or conduct) 1 2 3 4 5 6 Recognize own name in print 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 127
 
Section II. Thoughts about Readiness  Please respond to the following questions. 1. What is your biggest challenge regarding kindergarten reading readiness development?   _________________________________________________________________________________________________   
 _________________________________________________________________________________________________  2. What is one thing that can be done to improve kindergarten reading readiness?   
 
Know most of the letters of the alphabet 1 2 3 4 5 6 Read words 1 2 3 4 5 6 Demonstrate early writing behaviors (for example: write ‘d’ for the word dog, ‘r’ for the word ‘are’ or ‘wuz’ for the word ‘was’)  1 2 3 4 5 6 Identify initial sounds in words 1 2 3 4 5 6 Use complex sentence structure when speaking, such as, “Yesterday we went shopping and I bought a toy”. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Be eager to learn 1 2 3 4 5 6 Use scissors 1 2 3 4 5 6 Be aware of print conventions (for example: left to right progression, 1:1 correspondence) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section III. About You Please provide demographic data about yourself to inform the study. This will remain strictly confidential and be known ONLY to the researcher.   1. How many years have you been teaching (in total)? __________________________  2. How many of those years have been spent teaching kindergarten? __________________  3. Do you teach:  
 Regular Kindergarten 
 Extended Day Kindergarten 
 Both  4. What teaching certifications do you hold? (Please list):      _________________________________________________________________________________________________   5. Please provide your name: __________________________________________________________  
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Appendix C: Pilot Study Report 
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 The purpose of this pilot study is to determine the reliability of a researcher 
designed survey instrument, the Reading Readiness Expectations Survey (RRES).  The 
instrument was designed to measure the degree to which reading readiness behaviors are 
valued.  The instrument is divided into seven domains, described below. RRES will be 
used to gather data for a study that     seeks to answer the following research questions: 1. 
What is the relationship between kindergarten parent and teacher reading readiness 
expectations in one south central suburban Pennsylvania school district? 2. What are the 
differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when parent expectations are high or 
low? 3. What are the differences in kindergarten student literacy skills when teacher 
expectations are high or low?  4. What are kindergarten teachers’ views about problems 
concerning reading readiness in one south central Pennsylvania school district? 
Site and Population 
Population Description 
 The population for the pilot study included reading specialists, first grade 
teachers, and parents from the school district in which the research study will be 
conducted. A total of four teachers (2 first grade teachers and 2 reading specialists) 
participated in the pilot. First grade teachers were selected for their early childhood 
education experience, and reading specialists were targeted for their specific literacy skill 
development knowledge. 
There were 10 parent participants. These participants have recently navigated the 
transition to kindergarten, and have involvement with beginning readers. 70% of the 
parents also have older children. 50% of the parents reported that their child had some 
Preschool experience. 10% of parents reported that their child had participated in school-
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based daycare, and another 10% noted in-home daycare exposure. None of the parents 
indicated that their child had been involved with a Head Start program. 30% of parents 
cited no formal pre-kindergarten experience (see Table 1).  
 
Table 1 
Parent Demographics 
 
 
 The teacher participants had a range of 8 to 20 years of experience in education, 
with a mean of 12.75 years. One reading specialist did not have any first grade 
experience. The other three teachers had a range of 2 to 6 years, with a mean of 3 years.  
Two of the participants had multiple certifications including ESL, Principal and Reading 
Specialist (see Table 2).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 First child? Pre-K Experience 
 Yes No None In Home 
Daycare 
School Based 
Daycare 
Preschool Head Start 
 3 7 3 1 1 5 0 
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Table 2 
Teacher Demographics 
Teacher 
 
Grade Level 1st Grade Teaching 
Experience  
 (in years) 
Total Teaching 
Experience 
 (in years) 
Certifications 
Held 
T1 
 
Reading 
Specialist 
4 10 5 
 
T2 
 
Reading 
Specialist 
0 20 3 
T3 1st Grade 6 8 2 
T4 1st Grade 2 13 1 
 
 
Site Description  
 The site for this pilot study is a suburban school district in central Pennsylvania 
with a population of approximately 4,700 students. The district is the largest of the six 
existing districts in the county, spanning approximately 70 square miles. A large majority 
of the community is considered suburban, although there are significant urban pockets in 
the attendance zone. There are four elementary buildings in the district of varying size 
and slightly different demographics. These neighborhood elementary schools feed into 
one middle school and one high school that are situated together on a single campus. The 
district employs 317 teachers and 265 additional staff members.   
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Research Methods 
List of Methods  
 The following methods were used in the pilot study: 
1. The researcher surveyed families of entering kindergarten students using a researcher-
developed instrument that measured the perceived value of behaviors that could 
contribute to kindergarten reading readiness. 
2. The researcher surveyed district kindergarten teachers using a researcher-developed 
instrument that measured the perceived value of behaviors that could contribute to 
kindergarten reading readiness. 
  
Stages of Data Collection 
 Email invitations were sent to parent and teacher participants on March 4, 2014. 
Data were collected through SurveyMonkey for the majority of participants. Two parents 
completed a paper copy of the instrument. The survey was closed on March 16, 2014.    
 
Description of Methods Used 
 Reading Readiness Expectations Survey. 
 Instrument Description. The questionnaire was researcher developed and 
contained 19 closed-ended, Likert scale response items. The parent version contained one 
open-ended response opportunity, and the teacher version had two open-ended probes. 
Likert scale survey items gathered information on the perceived importance of skills that 
exemplify seven specific domains of reading readiness: receptive language, expressive 
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language, social and emotional maturity, fine motor skills, phonemic awareness, 
alphabetic concepts and writing concepts. There were two questions each for receptive 
and expressive language, fine motor skills and phonemic awareness domains. The writing 
concept domain included three questions. There were four questions for the alphabetic 
concept and social/emotional maturity domains.  The domains themselves did not appear 
on the questionnaire.  The individual skill indicators representing each of the reading 
readiness domains were presented in a random order. 
Each skill indicator was rated by the participant on a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 
designating a skill as extremely unimportant, and 6 indicating that a skill was extremely 
important.  On the parent survey, a comment box requested any additional information 
parents wished to share on the topic of reading readiness. The teacher version included 
two open-ended questions: “1. What is your biggest challenge regarding reading 
readiness development?” and “2. What is one thing that can be done to improve reading 
readiness?” 
Queries were constructed after examining several pertinent existing instruments, 
including the Perception of Kindergarten Teachers’ Regarding Kindergarten Readiness 
(Cappelloni, 2011) survey, the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Cohort 
(ECLS-K) (United States Department of Education, 2009) manuals, and the Kindergarten 
Parent Survey (KPS; companion to EDI; Gaskin, Duku, & Janus, 2008).  
 Parent demographics were collected regarding student pre-kindergarten school 
experience and whether or not the parents had older children involved with the school 
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system. Teacher demographic questions requested teacher’s years of experience and 
certification information.  
 Data Collection. Data from the Reading Readiness Expectations Survey was 
gathered through the SurveyMonkey delivery site. This web based platform allowed for 
both participant and researcher convenience. Two parents requested hard copies of the 
instrument. These were provided and returned via school mail.  
 Data Analysis. The data gathered from this survey were analyzed using IBM 20 
SPSS. Reliability was established for the instrument using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. 
A factor analysis was performed on the cluster of questions that pertain to the seven early 
literacy domains of receptive language, expressive language, social and emotional 
maturity, fine motor skills, phonemic awareness, alphabetic concepts and writing 
concepts.  
 
Results 
 The Reading Readiness Expectations Survey had a reliability value of .934, as 
measured by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (note: Parent #4 did not respond to items 10 
and 11. Parent #7 did not respond to item 10).  
  The internal consistency of the seven domain items was also measured separately. 
Domain 1 measured receptive language expectations. It included question #1 and #2, and 
resulted in α = .743. Domain 2 measured expressive language expectations using data 
gathered from questions #3 and #16, and resulted in α = .592.Domain 3 measured 
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social/emotional/attitudinal expectations using data from questions #5, #6, #10 and #17, 
resulting in α = .780 (note: Parent #4 and Parent #7 did not respond to item 10). Domain 
4 measured fine motor skill expectations using data from questions #7 and #18, resulting 
in α = .901. Domain 5 measured phonemic awareness skill expectations using data 
gathered from questions #9 and #15, and resulted in α =.544. Domain 6 measured 
alphabetic concept skill expectations using data gathered from questions #11, #12, #13 
and #19, and resulted in α =.761 (note: Parent #4 did not respond to item 11). Domain 7 
measured writing concept expectations using data gathered from questions #4, #8, and 
#14, and resulted in α =.780 (see Table 3). 
 
Table 3 
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha Results 
 
 
 
 
Domain α 
1 Receptive Language .743 
2 Expressive Language .592 
3 Social/Emotional/Attitudinal .780 
4 Fine Motor Skills .901 
5 Phonemic Awareness .544 
6 Alphabetic Concept Skills .761 
7 Writing Concept Skills .780 
 Total Instrument .934 
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Conclusions 
 The pilot study and resulting factor analysis provided supporting evidence of 
robust reliability for the Reading Readiness Expectations Survey. Although the overall 
instrument reliability is very strong, separate domain factor analyses were somewhat less 
consistent. Specifically, there are two domains that fell below the .70 Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha acceptability range. Domain 2, resulted in an alpha value of .592, and 
measured expressive language expectations using two questions. One of these questions, 
#16, states, “Use complex sentence structure, such as ‘Yesterday we went shopping, and I 
bought a toy’”. A parent suggested that this sentence could be clarified to indicate 
explicitly whether this refers to written or oral communication behavior. The researcher 
will amend this probe to read, “Use complex sentence structure when speaking, such as 
‘Yesterday we went shopping, and I bought a toy’”. It is also likely that the low sample 
size is contributing to this low alpha. The second potential alpha domain issue is for 
Domain 5, which measures phonemic awareness. This domain collected data from 
questions #9 and #15, and statistical analysis resulted in an alpha value of .544. In 
calculating the factor analyses results for teachers and parents separately in this domain, 
the alpha value for the parent participants increases to .682. It is conceivable that 
although both items in this domain assess phonemic awareness, the participating teachers 
did not consider the items to be of equal value. The researcher will investigate this 
possibility. Once again, it is also plausible that the low sample size is affecting the 
reliability results. However, since the overall reliability is excellent, the researcher 
maintains that the instrument is acceptable to use with its existing probes.  
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 Several slight modifications will be made to the instrument for clarity. First, 
instructions on the SurveyMonkey version will be enlarged and bolded to draw the 
reader’s eye. In addition, the horizontal line above the scale legend on the paper version 
will be removed to avoid completion confusion. Finally, the phrase “apply print 
conventions” will be added to question #8 of the parent survey. The amended version will 
read, “Apply print conventions (for example: use upper and lower case letters when 
writing, put spaces between words, use a period)”.    
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